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Abstract	  Multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum	  have	  been	  shown	  to	  benefit	  underperforming	  students.	  This	  research	  found	  that	  10	  states	  have	  adopted	  such	  policies	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  A	  unified	  model	  of	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  with	  a	  conceptual	  framework,	  which	  included	  three	  factors:	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  such	  obstacles	  was	  used	  to	  explore	  demographic,	  political,	  and	  economic	  conditions	  along	  with	  neighboring	  states	  diffusion.	  Both	  internal	  and	  external	  determinants	  were	  found	  to	  significantly	  influence	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education.	  Specifically,	  states	  with	  slightly	  less	  education	  funding	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  a	  policy.	  Additionally,	  when	  policies	  were	  previously	  adopted	  in	  neighboring	  states,	  a	  state	  was	  significantly	  more	  likely	  to	  also	  adopt	  such	  a	  policy.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
	   iv	  
Acknowledgements	  	   I	  would	  like	  to	  express	  my	  gratitude	  to	  Dr.	  E.	  Lee	  Bernick,	  my	  mentor	  and	  dissertation	  chair.	  Without	  your	  encouragement,	  guidance,	  and	  full	  support	  these	  many	  years,	  this	  document	  would	  not	  exist.	  Thank	  you!	  	   I	  am	  also	  grateful	  for	  the	  members	  of	  my	  dissertation	  committee:	  Dr.	  Anna	  Lukemeyer,	  Dr.	  Christopher	  Stream,	  and	  Dr.	  Jane	  McCarthy	  for	  your	  support,	  encouragement,	  and	  feedback	  throughout	  the	  process.	  Each	  of	  you	  has	  contributed	  to	  make	  this	  a	  better	  dissertation	  than	  I	  could	  have	  done	  on	  my	  own.	  	  	   I	  am	  grateful	  for	  my	  parents,	  Melvin	  and	  Penny	  Kellogg,	  who	  taught	  me	  to	  also	  dream	  big	  and	  never	  give	  up.	  Finishing	  this	  dissertation	  and	  graduating	  with	  a	  Ph.D.	  is	  definitely	  one	  of	  my	  big	  dreams.	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  endless	  love	  and	  encouragement.	  	   My	  most	  important	  roles	  in	  life	  are	  that	  of	  husband	  and	  father.	  I	  am	  so	  grateful	  for	  my	  children,	  Caleb	  and	  Brynn,	  who	  have	  been	  so	  patient	  as	  I	  have	  spent	  countless	  hours	  working	  on	  this	  dissertation.	  Your	  frequent	  inquiries	  asking	  if	  I	  have	  finished	  can	  now	  be	  met	  with	  a	  resounding,	  “Yes!”	  I	  love	  both	  of	  you	  so	  much.	  	   Finally,	  I	  could	  not	  have	  taken	  this	  journey	  in	  graduate	  school	  without	  the	  unwavering	  love	  and	  support	  of	  my	  wife,	  Gabby.	  You	  have	  been	  my	  constant	  cheerleader,	  always	  seeing	  more	  in	  me	  that	  I	  see	  myself.	  We	  did	  it!	  I	  love	  you	  Gabby!	  	  	  	   	  
	   v	  
Dedication	  	  	  	  	   To	  my	  parents,	  Melvin	  and	  Penny	  Kellogg	   	  
	   vi	  
Table	  of	  Contents	  
Abstract	  .....................................................................................................................................	  iii	  
Acknowledgements	  ...............................................................................................................	  iv	  
Dedication	  ...................................................................................................................................	  v	  
List	  of	  Tables	  ..........................................................................................................................	  viii	  
List	  of	  Figures	  ..........................................................................................................................	  ix	  
Chapter	  1:	  Introduction	  ........................................................................................................	  1	  
Purpose	  of	  the	  Study	  ........................................................................................................................	  4	  
Research	  Question	  ...........................................................................................................................	  5	  
Significance	  of	  the	  Study	  ................................................................................................................	  5	  
Outline	  of	  the	  Study	  .........................................................................................................................	  5	  
Chapter	  2:	  Literature	  Review	  ..............................................................................................	  7	  
Multicultural	  Education	  .................................................................................................................	  7	  
Multicultural	  Education	  as	  Policy	  ...............................................................................................	  9	  
Politics	  of	  Education	  ......................................................................................................................	  18	  
State	  Adoption	  of	  Public	  Policy	  ..................................................................................................	  20	  
Summary	  and	  Conceptual	  Framework	  ....................................................................................	  30	  
Chapter	  3:	  Methods	  ...............................................................................................................	  35	  
Research	  Question	  .........................................................................................................................	  35	  
Research	  Design	  ..............................................................................................................................	  35	  
Event	  History	  Analysis	  ..................................................................................................................	  36	  
Cox	  Proportional	  Hazard	  Model	  ................................................................................................	  37	  
Hypotheses	  .......................................................................................................................................	  39	  
Date	  Sources	  and	  Variables	  .........................................................................................................	  40	  
Summary	  ...........................................................................................................................................	  47	  
Chapter	  4:	  Results	  .................................................................................................................	  48	  
Descriptive	  Statistics	  .....................................................................................................................	  49	  
Preestimation	  Results	  ...................................................................................................................	  51	  
Cox	  Models	  ........................................................................................................................................	  55	  
Identification	  of	  the	  Model	  Best	  Fit	  ..........................................................................................	  57	  
Results	  for	  the	  Selected	  Cox	  Model	  ...........................................................................................	  58	  
Summary	  ...........................................................................................................................................	  61	  
Chapter	  5:	  State	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policies	  .....................................................	  63	  
Iowa	  .....................................................................................................................................................	  63	  
Washington	  .......................................................................................................................................	  64	  
Minnesota	  ..........................................................................................................................................	  66	  
Oklahoma	  ..........................................................................................................................................	  67	  
Nebraska	  ............................................................................................................................................	  68	  
Maryland	  ...........................................................................................................................................	  70	  
New	  Jersey	  .........................................................................................................................................	  71	  
Summary	  ...........................................................................................................................................	  73	  
Chapter	  6:	  Summary,	  Recommendations,	  and	  Conclusion	  .....................................	  74	  
Summary	  and	  Discussion	  of	  Findings	  ......................................................................................	  74	  
	   vii	  
Exploring	  State	  Policies	  ................................................................................................................	  80	  
Implications	  and	  Recommendations	  .......................................................................................	  81	  
Conclusion	  .........................................................................................................................................	  83	  
References	  ...............................................................................................................................	  86	  
Curriculum	  Vitae	  ...................................................................................................................	  95	  	  	   	  
	   viii	  
List	  of	  Tables	  2.1.	   Conceptual	  Framework	  and	  Corresponding	  Hypotheses…………………………...34	  3.1.	   Variables	  and	  Sources	  of	  Data….……………………………………………………………….44	  4.1.	   Means	  and	  Standard	  Deviations	  for	  Variables	  in	  Analysis	  (N=50)………………49	  4.2.	   States	  Adopting	  an	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policy,	  Size	  of	  the	  Risk	  Set,	  Kaplan-­‐	  Meier	  Survivor	  Function,	  and	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  Cumulative	  Hazard	  Rate,	  by	  Year.….……………………………………….……………………………………………………….52	  4.3.	   Results	  from	  Cox	  Proportional	  Hazard	  Model	  of	  State	  Adoption	  of	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policy	  (N	  =	  50).….………………………………………………..56	  4.4.	   Results	  from	  Cox	  Proportional	  Hazard	  Model	  4	  of	  State	  Adoption	  of	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policy	  (N	  =	  50)	  with	  95%	  Confidence	  Intervals…….58	  4.5	   Summary	  of	  Findings,	  by	  Covariate,	  Including	  Expected	  and	  Actual	  Effects	  on	  Policy	  Adoption…..…………………………………………………………………………………...62	  
	  	  	   	  
	   ix	  
List	  of	  Figures	  	  1.1.	   Minority	  student	  populations	  in	  2010………………………………………………………...4	  2.1.	   Conceptual	  Framework……………………………………………………………………………33	  4.1.	   Survivor	  function:	  Adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies………………...53	  4.2.	   Nelson-­‐Aalen	  cumulative	  hazard	  estimate………………………………………………..54	  6.1.	   States	  with	  Adopted	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policies	  by	  1994……..…………...80	  6.2.	   Minority	  student	  populations	  in	  2010………………………………………………………82	  	   	  
	   1	  
Chapter	  1:	  Introduction	  State	  governments	  have	  always	  played	  an	  important	  role	  in	  education	  policy,	  even	  before	  the	  formal	  organization	  of	  the	  United	  States.	  For	  example,	  The	  Old	  Deluder	  Satan	  Act	  of	  1647	  was	  one	  of	  America’s	  first	  education	  laws	  passed	  in	  Massachusetts.	  This	  particular	  act	  required	  any	  town	  or	  jurisdiction	  with	  50	  or	  more	  households	  to	  appoint—at	  the	  families	  and/or	  the	  community’s	  expense—a	  teacher	  to	  provide	  instruction	  in	  reading	  and	  writing,	  the	  equivalent	  of	  an	  elementary	  school.	  The	  act	  further	  required	  any	  community	  with	  100	  or	  more	  families	  to	  organize	  a	  grammar	  school	  “to	  instruct	  youth	  so	  far	  as	  they	  may	  be	  fitted	  for	  the	  university”.	  If	  a	  community	  failed	  to	  provide	  such	  instruction,	  the	  act	  stipulated	  that	  the	  negligent	  community	  was	  to	  pay	  the	  next	  school	  available	  a	  penalty	  of	  5	  pounds	  until	  they	  complied	  with	  the	  law	  (The	  Old	  Deluder	  1647).	  This	  is	  one	  example	  of	  many	  where	  states	  try	  to	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  community	  and	  their	  children.	  In	  this	  case,	  the	  Puritan	  community	  was	  anxious	  to	  ensure	  the	  future	  generation	  would	  be	  able	  to	  read	  and	  understand	  the	  Bible	  in	  order	  to	  maintain	  and	  further	  their	  society.	  Another	  example	  of	  state	  education	  policy	  is	  the	  various	  state	  policies	  that	  for	  the	  most	  part	  set	  the	  school	  year	  at	  180	  days	  of	  instruction.	  Over	  time,	  the	  school	  year	  has	  fluctuated	  from	  nearly	  year	  round	  in	  Buffalo,	  Detroit,	  and	  Philadelphia	  in	  the	  1840s	  to	  a	  national	  average	  of	  144	  days	  in	  1900.	  In	  the	  20th	  century,	  states	  streamlined	  school	  calendars	  in	  order	  to	  “accommodate	  a	  changing	  population	  and	  the	  needs	  of	  war”	  resulting	  in	  the	  current	  national	  trend	  of	  180	  days	  of	  school	  (Silva	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2007,	  2).	  From	  the	  Puritans	  to	  20th	  century	  communities	  states	  have	  created	  education	  policies	  that	  recognized	  the	  needs	  of	  its	  students	  and	  its	  communities.	  One	  would	  expect	  states	  to	  continue	  paying	  attention	  to	  the	  changing	  demographics	  and	  needs	  of	  their	  students	  and	  communities.	  According	  to	  the	  2010	  Census,	  the	  demographics	  of	  the	  US	  population	  are	  changing	  not	  only	  significantly,	  but	  also	  more	  quickly	  than	  previously	  projected.	  	  Frey	  (2011)	  cites	  previous	  research	  that	  indicated	  the	  US	  would	  become	  “white	  minority”	  by	  2042	  and	  that	  the	  child	  population	  would	  reach	  this	  status	  by	  2023.	  	  However,	  “the	  2010	  census	  showed	  that	  among	  infants,	  almost	  half—49.8	  percent—are	  minorities,	  and	  a	  quarter	  of	  these	  are	  Latinos”	  (Frey	  2011a).	  	  Furthermore,	  Hispanic	  and	  Asians	  populations	  together	  grew	  by	  over	  five	  millions	  persons,	  while	  White	  populations	  decreased	  by	  over	  four	  million	  persons	  between	  2000	  and	  2010.	  This	  has	  led	  some	  demographers	  to	  project	  that	  the	  child	  population	  could	  reach	  a	  “white	  minority”	  by	  the	  2020	  Census	  (Frey	  2011).	  These	  changes	  in	  demographics	  are	  already	  affecting	  a	  large	  number	  of	  states.	  As	  of	  2010,	  there	  are	  11	  states	  and	  the	  District	  of	  Columbia	  with	  student	  populations	  that	  are	  majority-­‐minority.	  This	  means	  that	  at	  least	  50	  percent	  of	  the	  student	  population	  is	  nonwhite	  or	  a	  minority.	  Additionally,	  there	  are	  11	  more	  states	  that	  have	  minority	  student	  populations	  of	  40	  percent	  or	  more,	  with	  many	  of	  these	  projected	  to	  move	  into	  the	  majority-­‐minority	  column	  by	  2020	  (See	  Figure	  1.1).	  The	  growth	  in	  minority	  student	  populations	  has	  created	  challenges	  for	  many	  metropolitan	  areas	  and	  their	  respective	  states.	  One	  such	  challenge	  can	  be	  found	  in	  education,	  where	  large	  percentages	  of	  minority	  students	  are	  increasingly	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performing	  below	  their	  white	  peers	  in	  math	  and	  reading	  (Vanneman,	  et	  al	  2009).	  An	  approach	  that	  has	  been	  found	  to	  improve	  student	  achievement—and	  thus	  close	  or	  shrink	  these	  “achievement	  gaps”—has	  been	  multicultural	  education	  (Webb	  1990;	  Romero	  &	  Arce	  2009).	  For	  example,	  Webb	  (1990)	  described	  several	  studies;	  one	  that	  “demonstrated	  how	  elements	  of	  African	  and	  other	  cultural	  traditions	  can	  be	  used	  to	  teach	  complex	  mathematics	  concepts	  to	  inner-­‐city	  students	  “	  and	  another	  study	  that	  “revealed	  that	  the	  math,	  reading,	  and	  language	  scores	  of	  students	  in	  bilingual	  and	  multiculturally-­‐integrated	  English	  as	  a	  Second	  Language	  programs	  were	  significantly	  superior	  to	  scores	  of	  students	  enrolled	  in	  bilingual	  ESL	  without	  the	  multicultural	  integration”	  (para.	  3).	  	  Another	  example	  of	  multicultural	  education	  improving	  student	  achievement	  is	  found	  in	  Tucson,	  Arizona.	  The	  Mexican	  American	  Studies	  Department	  (MASD)	  of	  the	  Tucson	  Unified	  School	  District	  was	  formed	  in	  July	  1998	  specifically	  to	  address	  academic	  achievement	  of	  the	  district’s	  Hispanic	  high	  school	  student	  population	  (Romero	  &	  Arce	  2009).	  Between	  2003	  and	  2009,	  MASD	  students	  “outperformed	  all	  other	  students	  on	  the	  state’s	  high	  stakes	  graduation	  exam	  and…graduated	  at	  a	  higher	  rate	  than	  their	  Anglo	  peers”	  (Romero	  &	  Arce	  2009,	  181).	  Additionally,	  during	  this	  same	  period	  of	  time,	  students	  participating	  in	  the	  MASD’s	  programs	  “matriculated	  to	  college	  at	  a	  rate	  that	  [was]	  129%	  greater	  then	  the	  national	  average	  for	  [Hispanic}	  students	  (Romero	  &	  Arce	  2009,	  181).	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Figure	  1.1.	  Minority	  student	  populations	  in	  2010	  	  
	  	  Between	  1977	  and	  1995	  there	  was	  an	  increase	  in	  states	  policies	  addressing	  multicultural	  education	  from	  school	  curriculum	  requirements	  to	  teacher	  education	  and	  licensure	  requirements	  (Gollnick	  1995).	  
Purpose	  of	  the	  Study	  	  	   The	  purpose	  of	  this	  dissertation	  is	  to	  examine	  whether	  states	  have	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  and	  what	  political,	  socio-­‐demographic,	  economic,	  and	  diffusion	  factors	  contributed	  to	  the	  states	  who	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  that	  directly	  affects	  school	  curriculum	  in	  K-­‐12	  classrooms.	  Additionally,	  this	  research	  aims	  to	  add	  to	  the	  literature	  on	  empirical	  studies	  on	  educational	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policymaking	  in	  the	  US	  states—specifically	  using	  a	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  lens—“as	  our	  understanding	  of	  the	  dynamics	  that	  drive	  educational	  policy	  change	  in	  the	  states	  remains	  quite	  limited”	  (McLendon	  and	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  2008,	  30).	  
Research	  Question	  	   This	  research	  will	  focus	  on	  the	  following	  research	  questions:	  1. Do	  states	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum?	  2. If	  they	  do	  adopt,	  what	  factors	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  at	  the	  state	  level	  between	  1977-­‐1994?	  
Significance	  of	  the	  Study	  	   	   The	  significance	  of	  this	  dissertation	  is	  two-­‐fold:	  1)	  to	  explain	  under	  what	  conditions	  states	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  educational	  policies	  involving	  a	  multicultural	  or	  diversity	  component	  and	  2)	  to	  better	  understand	  state	  policymaking	  in	  education,	  especially	  when	  the	  policies	  involve	  populations	  that	  have	  been	  historically	  marginalized	  such	  as	  minorities.	  Further,	  McLendon	  and	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  (2008)	  posit,	  “understanding	  state	  policymaking	  in	  education	  may	  very	  well	  become	  even	  more	  critical	  as	  states	  continue	  to	  be	  charged	  with	  more	  and	  farther-­‐reaching	  responsibilities”	  (46).	  
Outline	  of	  the	  Study	  	  	   Chapter	  1	  has	  introduced	  the	  topic	  along	  with	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  study,	  the	  research	  questions,	  and	  significance	  of	  the	  study.	  Chapter	  2	  will	  provide	  a	  review	  of	  the	  literature	  concerning	  multicultural	  education,	  multicultural	  education	  as	  policy,	  politics	  of	  education,	  and	  policy	  innovations.	  The	  purpose	  of	  Chapter	  3	  is	  to	  outline	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the	  research	  design	  for	  the	  study,	  including:	  review	  of	  research	  questions,	  event	  history	  analysis	  as	  the	  method	  of	  analysis,	  hypotheses,	  dependent	  and	  independent	  variables,	  and	  data	  collection.	  Chapter	  4	  will	  deal	  with	  the	  results	  of	  the	  actual	  data	  analysis.	  Chapter	  5	  will	  explore	  several	  state	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  and	  discuss	  similarities	  and	  differences.	  The	  concluding	  chapter,	  Chapter	  6,	  will	  discuss	  and	  summarize	  the	  findings	  of	  this	  research	  along	  with	  its	  contributions	  to	  the	  literature	  of	  both	  state	  policy	  innovations	  and	  multicultural	  education	  as	  policy.	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Chapter	  2:	  Literature	  Review	  	   The	  literature	  review	  is	  divided	  into	  four	  main	  sections.	  The	  first	  section	  looks	  at	  the	  historical	  and	  current	  literature	  on	  multicultural	  education.	  The	  second	  section	  describes	  the	  literature	  concerning	  multicultural	  education	  as	  policy.	  	  The	  third	  section	  looks	  at	  the	  politics	  of	  education.	  The	  fourth	  and	  final	  section	  looks	  at	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  or	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion.	  
Multicultural	  Education	  	  	   Banks	  (1993)	  describes	  multicultural	  education	  as	  three	  things:	  an	  idea,	  an	  educational	  reform	  movement,	  and	  a	  process.	  The	  “idea”	  of	  multicultural	  education	  is	  that	  “all	  students—regardless	  of	  their	  gender,	  and	  social	  class	  and	  their	  ethnic,	  racial,	  or	  cultural	  characteristics—should	  have	  an	  equal	  opportunity	  to	  learn	  in	  school”	  (Banks	  1993,	  3).	  Reform	  movement	  relates	  to	  the	  idea	  that	  multicultural	  education	  is	  not	  just	  about	  curriculum,	  it	  is	  about	  whole	  school	  reform.	  	  Finally,	  multicultural	  education	  is	  a	  process	  as	  the	  goals	  of	  such	  will	  never	  be	  fully	  attained	  as	  issues	  of	  inequality	  and	  discrimination	  will	  always	  exist	  at	  some	  level	  (Banks	  1993).	  To	  better	  illustrate	  this	  concept	  of	  reform,	  Sleeter	  and	  Grant	  (1988)	  described	  multicultural	  education	  in	  five	  different	  approaches—each	  approach	  building	  on	  the	  next—that	  will	  be	  used	  as	  a	  typology	  for	  comparing	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  between	  the	  states.	  	  The	  five	  approaches	  include:	  1)	  Teaching	  the	  Exceptional	  and	  Culturally	  Different,	  2)	  Human	  Relations,	  3)	  Single-­‐Group	  Studies,	  4)	  Multicultural	  Education,	  and	  5)	  Education	  That	  Is	  Multicultural	  and	  Social	  Reconstructionist.	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Sleeter	  and	  Grant’s	  (1988)	  first	  approach—teaching	  the	  exceptional	  and	  culturally	  different—focuses	  on	  students	  with	  disabilities,	  low-­‐income	  students,	  and	  students	  of	  color	  to	  provide	  them	  with	  resources	  that	  will	  help	  them	  assimilate	  and	  be	  successful	  in	  school.	  The	  second	  approach—human	  relations—focuses	  on	  students	  learning	  the	  differences	  and	  similarities	  between	  various	  ethnic	  and	  cultural	  groups	  with	  the	  expectation	  that	  this	  will	  aid	  in	  improving	  intercultural	  relations.	  The	  third	  approach—single-­‐group	  studies—includes	  adding	  to	  the	  curriculum	  single	  units	  of	  study,	  which	  may	  include	  Native	  Americans,	  African	  Americans,	  women,	  etcetera.	  Popular	  examples	  of	  single-­‐group	  studies	  would	  be	  National	  Hispanic	  Heritage	  Month	  each	  September	  15	  through	  October	  15	  of	  each	  school	  year	  and	  Black	  History	  Month	  in	  February.	  The	  fourth	  approach—multicultural	  education—“suggests	  changes	  to	  most	  existing	  school	  practices	  for	  all	  students	  so	  that	  the	  school	  and	  classroom	  may	  become	  more	  concerned	  with	  human	  diversity,	  choice,	  and	  equal	  opportunity”	  (Sleeter	  &	  Grant	  1988,	  7).	  This	  fourth	  approach	  is	  also	  a	  combination	  of	  the	  first	  three	  approaches	  discussed	  above.	  Finally,	  the	  fifth	  approach—education	  that	  is	  multicultural	  and	  social	  reconstruction—is	  a	  combination	  of	  the	  four	  previous	  approaches	  and	  addresses	  social	  justice	  and	  institutional	  equality	  issues.	  Furthermore,	  the	  fifth	  approach	  prepares	  students	  to	  become	  active	  participants	  in	  seeking	  for	  social	  justice	  through	  various	  activities	  such	  as	  legal	  actions	  and	  participating	  in	  social	  movements	  (Akiba	  2010,	  448).	  As	  much	  of	  the	  literature	  has	  focused	  on	  the	  fourth	  approach	  of	  Sleeter	  and	  Grant’s	  (1988)	  typology,	  this	  research	  will	  also	  use	  the	  fourth	  approach—multicultural	  education—to	  define	  the	  types	  of	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policies	  that	  will	  be	  evaluated:	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  that	  require	  the	  curriculum	  to	  include	  multicultural	  content	  and	  instructional	  strategies	  (see	  Grant	  &	  Sleeter	  1985;	  Grant,	  Sleeter,	  &	  Anderson	  1986;	  Gollnick	  1995;	  Akiba	  2010).	  Banks	  and	  Banks	  (1995)	  further	  defined	  multicultural	  education	  as,	  	  Multicultural	  education	  is	  a	  field	  of	  study	  and	  an	  emerging	  discipline	  whose	  major	  aim	  is	  to	  create	  equal	  educational	  opportunities	  for	  students	  from	  diverse	  racial,	  ethnic,	  social	  class,	  and	  cultural	  groups.	  One	  of	  its	  important	  goals	  is	  to	  help	  all	  students	  to	  acquire	  the	  knowledge,	  attitudes,	  and	  skills	  needed	  to	  function	  effectively	  in	  a	  pluralistic	  democratic	  society	  and	  to	  interact,	  negotiate,	  and	  communicate	  with	  people	  from	  diverse	  groups	  in	  order	  to	  create	  a	  civic	  and	  moral	  community	  that	  works	  for	  the	  common	  good.	  (p.	  xi)	  Just	  as	  there	  are	  different	  ways	  to	  look	  at	  multicultural	  education,	  many	  terms	  have	  also	  been	  used	  to	  describe	  it	  in	  the	  literature.	  Some	  of	  these	  terms	  have	  included:	  multicultural,	  pluralism,	  pluralistic,	  bilingual,	  bicultural,	  multiethnic,	  cross-­‐cultural,	  ethnic,	  multilingual,	  intergroup,	  and	  diversity	  (Grant,	  Sleeter,	  &	  Anderson	  1986).	  The	  term	  multicultural	  will	  be	  used	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  dissertation.	  
Multicultural	  Education	  as	  Policy	  
	   The	  literature	  on	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  is	  rather	  small	  as	  compared	  to	  the	  literature	  on	  multicultural	  education	  as	  a	  concept	  and	  practice	  (Grant	  &	  Sleeter	  1985;	  Grant,	  Sleeter,	  &	  Anderson	  1986).	  One	  of	  the	  first	  studies	  completed	  on	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  was	  by	  Giles	  and	  Gollnick	  (1977)	  and	  looked	  at	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both	  federal	  and	  state	  attempts	  in	  legislating	  such	  policies.	  The	  study	  specifically	  reviewed	  federal	  education	  laws	  from	  1945	  through	  1974	  and	  found	  that	  prior	  to	  the	  passage	  of	  Title	  IX	  of	  the	  Elementary	  and	  Secondary	  Education	  Act	  (ESEA)	  in	  1972	  Congress	  made	  no	  specific	  provisions	  “to	  promote	  or	  encourage	  the	  study	  of	  American	  cultural,	  ethnic,	  or	  racial	  minority	  groups	  by	  children	  in	  U.S.	  elementary	  or	  secondary	  schools”	  (116).	  Furthermore,	  until	  the	  passage	  of	  the	  Civil	  Rights	  Act	  of	  1964	  “Congress	  did	  nothing	  to	  support	  the	  rights	  of	  non-­‐whites	  declared	  in	  the	  Brown	  [v.	  Board	  of	  Education	  of	  Topeka]	  decision”	  (122).	  Regarding	  state	  policies,	  this	  research	  found	  that	  eight	  states	  had	  passed	  or	  implemented	  some	  form	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  via	  state	  legislatures	  or	  State	  Boards	  of	  Education	  affecting	  either	  the	  curriculum	  or	  textbooks	  (137).	  The	  study	  concluded	  that	  the	  intent	  of	  both	  federal	  and	  state	  education	  laws	  appeared	  to	  be	  more	  concerned	  with	  protecting	  the	  rights	  of	  minority	  populations	  rather	  than	  providing	  an	  equal	  opportunity	  for	  all	  students	  to	  learn	  about	  different	  cultures	  and	  effectively	  function	  in	  a	  pluralist	  society	  (156).	  	   Almost	  20	  years	  later,	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  revisited	  this	  topic	  in	  what	  has	  been	  termed	  a	  foundational	  study	  by	  other	  scholars	  (Akiba	  2010).	  In	  this	  research	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  applied	  Sleeter	  and	  Grant’s	  typology	  of	  five	  approaches	  to	  multicultural	  education—discussion	  earlier	  in	  this	  chapter—to	  review	  federal	  and	  state	  laws/policies	  relating	  to	  multicultural	  education.	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  reviewed	  the	  historical	  background	  and	  earlier	  efforts	  discussed	  in	  her	  1977	  study	  and	  then	  provided	  an	  update	  on	  federal	  efforts	  through	  1993.	  The	  conclusion	  drawn	  from	  her	  analysis	  was	  “most	  federal	  legislation	  did	  not	  promote	  education	  that	  is	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multicultural	  {rather	  the]	  focus	  was	  on	  the	  first	  approach	  identified	  by	  Sleeter	  and	  Grant	  (1988)—teaching	  the	  culturally	  different	  and	  students	  with	  disabilities”	  (48).	  	  	  Turning	  to	  state	  policies	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  conducted	  a	  survey	  in	  1993	  and	  collected	  state	  legislation,	  policy	  documents,	  and	  guidelines	  for	  47	  states,	  of	  which	  45	  had	  some	  mention	  of	  multicultural	  education.	  Louisiana,	  New	  Hampshire,	  and	  Tennessee	  did	  not	  provide	  responses	  to	  the	  study’s	  survey	  and	  Colorado	  nor	  North	  Carolina	  had	  any	  type	  of	  multicultural	  requirements	  for	  curriculum,	  teacher	  preparation/licensure,	  or	  accreditation	  (48-­‐49).	  The	  analysis	  of	  state	  documents	  found	  that	  “the	  most	  effective	  approach	  [to	  multicultural	  education]	  was	  legislation	  that	  required	  the	  development	  of	  plans	  to	  be	  monitored	  or	  assessed	  on	  a	  regular	  schedule”	  (62).	  Additional	  findings	  included:	  “Staff	  development	  activities	  and	  guidelines	  for	  multicultural	  education	  were	  effective	  short-­‐term	  strategies	  if	  accompanied	  by	  sufficient	  funding.	  Without	  the	  legislative	  leverage,	  guidelines	  were	  soon	  ignored	  and	  staff	  development	  not	  supported”	  (Gollnick	  1995,	  62).	  In	  other	  words,	  legislated	  mandates	  with	  accountability	  pieces	  were	  found	  to	  be	  the	  most	  effective	  means	  to	  implement	  and	  maintain	  multicultural	  education.	  Furthermore,	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  found	  that	  only14	  states	  expected	  local	  schools	  to	  include	  multicultural	  content	  in	  their	  curriculums	  while	  four	  other	  states	  required	  cultural	  diversity	  content	  (52-­‐53).	  While	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  explored	  these	  18	  state	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  through	  her	  1993	  survey,	  her	  research	  did	  not	  explain	  why	  theses	  particular	  states	  adopted	  such	  policies	  in	  contrast	  to	  other	  states.	  Moreover,	  political,	  socio-­‐demographic,	  and	  economic	  conditions	  have	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changed	  in	  the	  various	  states	  since	  this	  survey	  was	  conducted	  and	  it	  is	  expected	  that	  there	  would	  be	  new	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  adoptions.	  Additional	  literature	  on	  state	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  curriculum	  and	  school	  reform	  include	  Mitchell	  and	  Salisbury	  (2000),	  which	  examined	  the	  current	  state	  of	  policies	  via	  a	  survey	  administered	  in	  1998.	  This	  survey	  attempted	  to	  build	  upon	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  work	  while	  providing	  historical	  background	  for	  each	  state.	  Unfortunately,	  some	  of	  the	  survey	  responses	  either	  lacked	  sufficient	  detail	  or	  were	  incomplete	  and	  were	  therefore	  unable	  to	  verify	  the	  accuracy	  of	  the	  results	  reported.	  While	  Giles	  and	  Gollnick	  (1977)	  and	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  began	  their	  studies	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  with	  the	  Brown	  v.	  Board	  of	  Education	  of	  Topeka	  court	  decision,	  other	  scholars	  have	  argued	  the	  first	  efforts	  at	  multicultural	  education	  can	  be	  found	  at	  the	  local	  level	  in	  cities	  during	  the	  1930s	  and	  1940s.	  Tolerance	  assemblies	  in	  New	  York	  City	  in	  the	  late	  1930s	  to	  address	  anti-­‐Semitism	  and	  religious	  conflicts	  were	  conducted	  to	  promote	  diversity	  (Johnson	  2007,	  29).	  An	  intercultural	  code	  in	  Detroit	  in	  the	  mid-­‐1940s—in	  response	  to	  race	  riots	  in	  June	  1943—attempted	  to	  address	  discrimination	  in	  school	  hiring	  and	  promotion	  practices,	  teacher	  education	  that	  promoted	  “the	  understanding	  of	  minority	  groups”,	  and	  prevented	  efforts	  to	  transfer	  out-­‐of-­‐district	  in	  an	  effort	  to	  create	  “white-­‐flight”	  (33).	  Finally,	  Pittsburg	  schools	  created	  intercultural	  education	  programs	  modeled	  on	  The	  Springfield	  Plan	  in	  Springfield,	  Massachusetts,	  which	  called	  for	  intercultural	  education	  and	  understanding	  amongst	  groups”	  (36).	  	  Although	  both	  Detroit’s	  and	  Pittsburg’s	  intercultural	  efforts	  were	  replaced	  by	  the	  mid-­‐1950s	  with	  local	  efforts	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addressing	  desegregation	  these	  are	  examples	  of	  local	  efforts	  at	  addressing	  the	  needs	  of	  all	  students	  prior	  to	  1954	  (36).	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  these	  efforts	  frequently	  occurred	  after	  local	  unrest	  and	  increased	  tensions	  between	  ethnic/racial	  groups	  and	  were	  local	  responses	  to	  prevent	  violence	  and	  destruction	  from	  occurring	  again	  (Johnson	  2007).	  	  Today,	  multicultural	  education	  is	  emerging	  at	  all	  levels	  of	  decision	  making	  from	  the	  federal	  government	  adopting	  policies	  such	  as	  No	  Child	  Left	  Behind,	  states	  and	  local	  school	  boards,	  to	  accreditation	  requirements	  for	  teacher	  education	  (Gollnick	  1995	  and	  NCLB	  2002).	  However,	  Johnson	  (2007)	  concludes,	  “diversity	  policies	  in	  local	  school	  districts	  [are]	  primarily	  symbolic	  and	  are	  seldom	  fully	  implemented	  (38-­‐39).	  
Elementary	  and	  Secondary	  Education	  Act.	  	  Policies	  at	  the	  federal	  level	  often	  relate	  to	  the	  Elementary	  and	  Secondary	  Education	  Act	  (ESEA)	  of	  1965,	  where	  the	  federal	  government’s	  involvement	  in	  education	  was	  legitimized	  through	  programs	  affecting	  students	  identified	  as	  low-­‐income,	  minority,	  disabled,	  bilingual,	  and	  etcetera	  (Josee	  &	  Johnson	  2005,	  61).	  As	  mentioned	  earlier	  in	  chapter	  2,	  it	  was	  not	  until	  the	  1972	  reauthorization	  of	  ESEA	  that	  the	  federal	  law	  included	  any	  effort	  at	  addressing	  multicultural	  education.	  ESEA	  would	  go	  through	  numerous	  reauthorizations.	  Of	  particular	  importance—as	  it	  relates	  to	  multicultural	  education—are	  the	  1994	  and	  2002	  reauthorizations.	  Josee	  and	  Johnson	  (2005)	  explained	  that	  the	  1983	  report	  A	  Nation	  At	  Risk	  prompted	  changes	  in	  education	  as	  the	  U.S.	  attempted	  to	  address	  an	  education	  system	  that	  was	  deemed	  to	  be	  failing.	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The	  1994	  reauthorization	  of	  ESEA	  shifted	  the	  focus	  to	  standards	  in	  education.	  However,	  this	  shift	  in	  focus	  had	  a	  negative	  influence	  on	  multicultural	  education:	  The	  ensuing	  emphasis	  on	  standards	  in	  education	  resulted	  in	  a	  gradual	  shift	  in	  the	  discourse	  on	  equity.	  Thus,	  while	  the	  1994	  Amendments	  to	  the	  ESEA	  contained	  nine	  substantial	  sections	  addressing	  diversity	  and	  equity,	  elsewhere	  throughout	  the	  country	  campaigns	  to	  roll	  back	  equity	  programs	  such	  as	  bilingual	  education	  and	  affirmative	  action	  were	  gaining	  ground.	  (Josee	  &	  Johnson	  2005,	  64-­‐65)	  In	  other	  words,	  as	  efforts	  increased	  to	  shift	  towards	  standards,	  state	  and	  local	  governments	  began	  moving	  away—and	  in	  some	  cases	  repealing	  or	  nullifying—multicultural	  education	  programs	  and	  curriculum	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  address	  diversity	  and	  equity	  through	  the	  new	  standards	  (see	  Stout	  &	  Stevens	  2000).	  The	  2002	  reauthorization	  of	  ESEA	  was	  No	  Child	  Left	  Behind	  and	  brought	  accountability	  to	  the	  forefront	  in	  education	  reform.	  Noguera	  (in	  Josee	  &	  Johnson	  2005)	  explains	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  accountability	  movement	  to	  multicultural	  curriculum:	  In	  2003,	  as	  the	  accountability	  movement	  has	  gathered	  steam	  in	  school	  districts	  across	  the	  United	  States,	  multicultural	  curriculum	  issues	  have	  seemingly	  fallen	  off	  the	  educational	  agenda.	  This	  call	  for	  an	  increased	  emphasis	  on	  standards-­‐based	  reform	  and	  subsequent	  high	  stakes	  testing,	  however,	  has	  revealed	  a	  growing	  racial	  achievement	  gap	  in	  the	  performance	  of	  African	  American	  and	  Latino	  students	  in	  urban	  districts	  and	  increasingly,	  in	  racially	  diverse	  suburban	  districts	  as	  well.	  (67)	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Noguera’s	  statement	  demonstrates	  a	  paradox	  of	  multicultural	  education	  and	  education	  reform	  policy	  in	  that	  prior	  research	  has	  indicated	  that	  multicultural	  education	  has	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  reducing	  achievement	  gaps	  between	  minority	  students	  and	  their	  white	  peers	  and	  yet	  the	  very	  policies	  quantifying	  these	  achievement	  gaps	  are	  resulting	  in	  a	  reduction	  of	  multicultural	  education	  programs	  and	  curriculum	  (see	  Webb	  1990).	  	  Fusarelli	  (2004)	  further	  noted	  that,	  Critics	  have	  charged	  that	  NCLB,	  with	  its	  emphasis	  on	  testing	  and	  accountability,	  is	  hostile	  toward	  multiculturalism	  because	  the	  legislation	  ignores,	  in	  its	  more	  than	  600	  pages,	  the	  importance	  of	  multiculturalism	  to	  effective	  student	  learning.	  According	  to	  Day-­‐Vines	  and	  Patton	  (2003),	  “the	  law	  and	  its	  subsequent	  regulations	  are	  devoid	  of	  significant	  language	  requiring	  teachers	  or	  related	  service	  personnel	  .	  .	  .	  to	  be	  culturally	  competent”	  (p.	  2).	  Obiakor	  (2003)	  asserted	  that	  NCLB	  perpetuates	  “phony	  meritocracy	  and	  fraudulent	  multiculturalism”	  (p.	  3).	  (80)	  
Fusarelli	  (2004)	  however	  notes	  that	  although	  NCLB	  prescribes	  many	  things,	  it	  does	  not	  “preclude	  the	  use	  of	  multicultural	  curricula,	  methods,	  approaches,	  or	  tests	  so	  long	  as	  these	  methods	  (or	  any	  other,	  for	  that	  matter)	  are	  pedagogically	  effective	  at	  raising	  student	  achievement”	  (80).	  
Individual	  State	  Policies.	  While	  many	  scholars	  have	  looked	  at	  federal	  and	  state	  level	  policies	  comparatively,	  there	  is	  also	  a	  small	  body	  of	  literature	  looking	  at	  individual	  state	  policies.	  Both	  examples	  of	  individual	  state	  policies	  in	  this	  section	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highlight	  Sabatier	  and	  Mazmanian	  (1980)	  findings	  that	  successful	  implementation	  of	  local	  and/or	  state	  policies	  requires	  the	  enabling	  legislation	  to	  “not	  only	  give	  implementing	  agencies	  sufficient	  jurisdiction	  over	  the	  target	  groups	  and	  other	  critical	  areas	  of	  intervention	  but	  also	  structures	  the	  implementation	  process	  so	  as	  to	  maximize	  the	  probability	  that	  the	  target	  groups	  will	  perform	  as	  desired”	  (554).	  As	  the	  following	  two	  examples	  illustrate,	  the	  enabling	  legislation	  and/or	  policies	  did	  not	  provide	  sufficient	  jurisdiction	  to	  the	  implementing	  agencies	  and	  thus	  failed	  to	  achieve	  the	  intended	  outcomes	  of	  the	  original	  policies.	  For	  example,	  Lang	  and	  Salas	  (1998)	  studied	  Michigan’s	  local	  public	  schools	  implementation	  of	  multicultural	  curriculum.	  They	  detailed	  the	  lengthy	  process	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  (SBE)	  implementing	  an	  official	  policy.	  Michigan’s	  SBE	  adopted	  a	  policy	  statement	  in	  1978	  encouraging	  local	  school	  districts	  to	  expand	  cultural	  content	  into	  their	  curriculum.	  The	  Michigan	  SBE	  again	  issued	  another	  statement	  on	  1992	  similar	  to	  the	  one	  in	  1978	  and	  only	  in	  1993	  finally	  codified	  that	  policy.	  However,	  Lang	  and	  Salas	  (1998)	  found	  that,	  as	  the	  Michigan	  SBE	  had	  no	  authority	  to	  enforce	  the	  policy	  that	  many	  districts	  were	  aware	  of	  the	  policy	  but	  were	  not	  implementing	  it.	  Moreover,	  the	  authors	  posited	  that	  unless	  the	  state	  legislature	  mandated	  implementation	  and	  created	  funding	  opportunities	  associated	  with	  such	  implementation	  that	  SBE	  efforts	  at	  increasing	  multicultural	  curriculum	  content	  would	  be	  limited.	  This	  position	  is	  nearly	  identical	  to	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  findings	  detailed	  above.	  	  Demonstrating	  yet	  again	  challenges	  associated	  with	  a	  SBE’s	  attempt	  to	  implement	  multicultural	  education	  policy,	  Stout	  and	  Stevens	  (2000)	  evaluated	  the	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case	  of	  Minnesota’s	  failed	  diversity	  rule.	  Specifically,	  they	  attempted	  to	  understand	  why	  Minnesota	  eliminated	  their	  SBE	  and	  as	  a	  result	  nullified	  the	  Multicultural	  and	  Gender	  Fair	  Curriculum	  Rule	  passed	  in	  1988.	  Stout	  and	  Stevens	  (2000)	  found	  that	  commentary	  from	  the	  local	  media	  regarding	  the	  Minnesota	  SBE’s	  attempt	  to	  enforce	  the	  curriculum	  rule	  between	  1991-­‐1997	  lead	  to	  a	  power	  struggle	  between	  the	  Minnesota	  SBE,	  the	  state	  legislature,	  and	  the	  governor.	  This	  conflict	  ultimately	  resulted	  in	  an	  omnibus	  education	  bill	  that	  included	  the	  disbandment	  of	  the	  long-­‐standing	  board	  at	  the	  end	  of	  1999.	  The	  authors	  concluded	  that	  “educational	  policymaking	  has	  become	  increasingly	  politicized”	  and	  thus	  creates	  challenge	  for	  policymakers	  to	  create	  and	  implement	  potentially	  controversial	  education	  policy	  in	  such	  a	  partisan	  environment	  (354).	  
Teacher	  Education.	  Another	  literature	  that	  is	  related	  to	  multicultural	  education	  is	  that	  of	  teacher	  education.	  Teacher	  education	  is	  important	  in	  that	  if	  teachers	  were	  successfully	  socialized	  with	  multicultural	  concepts	  and	  practices	  through	  their	  pre-­‐service	  and	  in-­‐service	  training,	  it	  would	  then	  follow	  that	  teachers	  would	  in	  turn	  embed	  multicultural	  education	  into	  the	  curriculum.	  Unfortunately,	  previous	  research	  has	  found	  that	  teacher	  socialization	  is	  not	  occurring	  in	  a	  sufficient	  manner	  to	  positively	  impact	  the	  classroom.	  Akiba	  (2010)	  evaluated	  all	  50	  states	  for	  teacher	  preparation	  standards	  and	  found	  that	  while	  all	  states	  address	  diversity	  within	  their	  standards	  there	  are	  great	  variations	  across	  the	  states.	  Previous	  to	  Akiba’s	  work,	  Garmon	  (2005)	  posited	  that	  pre-­‐service	  teachers—who	  in	  2003	  were	  nearly	  90%	  white—may	  need	  more	  than	  a	  single	  course	  in	  multicultural	  education	  to	  address	  the	  inequities	  within	  the	  American	  educational	  system	  (275,	  282-­‐283)	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This	  led	  Payne	  and	  Smith	  (2012)	  to	  question	  the	  purpose	  of	  multicultural	  teacher	  education:	  to	  celebrate	  diversity	  or	  to	  educate	  for	  equity	  (266).	  Gorski	  (2009)	  previously	  addressed	  this	  question	  by	  explaining	  that	  much	  of	  teacher	  education	  is	  “designed	  to	  encourage	  pre-­‐	  and	  in-­‐service	  teachers	  to	  practice	  multicultural	  education	  in	  a	  tokenizing	  celebrating	  diversity	  manner”	  rather	  than	  preparing	  teachers	  to	  address	  educational	  inequities	  (309).	  As	  a	  result,	  teachers	  may	  “celebrate”	  ethnic	  and	  heritage	  months	  but	  may	  be	  unprepared	  to	  recognize	  and	  address	  the	  various	  educational	  inequities	  their	  students	  may	  be	  facing	  such	  as	  poverty,	  nutrition,	  health	  access,	  and	  etcetera.	  
Politics	  of	  Education	  	   Throughout	  American	  history	  the	  domain	  of	  local	  public	  education	  has	  been	  understood	  to	  be	  the	  “business	  of	  the	  states”	  (Levine	  &	  Wexler	  1981,	  7).	  Prior	  to	  the	  1970’s	  most	  decisions	  regarding	  education	  in	  the	  United	  States	  were	  made	  at	  the	  local	  level.	  However,	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  1970’s	  state	  governments	  would	  become	  a	  significant	  actor	  in	  education	  policy.	  Rosenthal	  and	  Fuhrman	  (1981)	  identify	  two	  reasons	  for	  this	  change	  in	  state	  approaches	  to	  education:	  financial	  issues	  such	  as	  an	  overburdened	  property	  tax	  and	  numerous	  court	  decisions	  on	  school	  finance	  led	  to	  an	  increase	  in	  state	  power.	  Secondly,	  during	  the	  late	  1960s	  and	  early	  1970s	  state	  legislatures	  became	  more	  professional	  and	  stronger	  through	  internal	  improvements	  that	  led	  to	  increases	  in	  legislative	  capacity	  (10).	  	  
Role	  of	  State	  Legislatures	  in	  Education	  Policy.	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  significant	  changes	  occurred	  in	  the	  1970s	  in	  relation	  to	  state	  level	  participation	  in	  education	  policy	  decisions	  (Marconnit	  1968;	  Rosenthal	  &	  Fuhrman	  1981,	  1982;	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Hearn	  &	  Griswold	  1994).	  Specifically,	  Marconnit	  (1968)	  speaking	  to	  local	  versus	  state	  control	  and	  authority	  over	  public	  education	  said,	  “If	  the	  local	  school	  districts	  have	  seemed	  all-­‐powerful	  in	  [education]	  matters,	  it	  has	  been	  due	  to	  the	  delegation	  of	  such	  authority	  by	  the	  state.	  But	  local	  control	  has	  been	  an	  expedient	  tradition	  rather	  than	  a	  legal	  right.”	  (269)	  Wong	  (2004)	  further	  elaborated	  on	  the	  Marconnit’s	  position	  on	  state	  delegation	  of	  authority:	  States	  assume	  constitutional	  and	  policy	  authority	  over	  much	  of	  the	  jurisdictional	  territory	  of	  public	  education.	  From	  a	  constitutional-­‐legal	  view,	  localities	  are	  political	  subordinates	  of	  the	  state,	  and	  local	  powers	  can	  be	  granted	  only	  with	  the	  consent	  of	  the	  state	  legislature.	  Despite	  interstate	  variation	  in	  governing	  tradition	  and	  culture,	  local	  districts	  are	  seen	  as	  agencies	  of	  the	  state	  education	  system.	  (Wong	  2004,	  360)	  In	  other	  words,	  local	  school	  districts	  exist	  and	  function	  at	  the	  pleasure	  of	  state	  legislatures	  not	  as	  truly	  independent	  agencies	  beholden	  only	  to	  their	  local	  constituents.	  Wong	  (2004)	  also	  discussed	  challenges	  that	  face	  state	  legislatures	  in	  relation	  to	  education	  policy.	  The	  legislative	  process	  itself	  can	  lead	  to	  difficulties	  in	  implementing	  and	  funding	  education	  policies.	  For	  example,	  education	  policies	  often	  overlap	  multiple	  legislative	  committees	  such	  as	  education,	  ways	  and	  means,	  and	  appropriations.	  This	  fragmented	  process	  can	  lead	  to	  policies	  that	  are	  adopted	  but	  lack	  the	  necessary	  resources	  to	  be	  implemented	  fully.	  This	  fragmented	  process	  can	  also	  be	  exacerbated	  by	  partisan	  differences	  between	  the	  governor’s	  office	  and	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legislature	  and/or	  differences	  between	  the	  two	  houses	  of	  the	  legislature.	  Secondly,	  divides	  in	  legislatures	  between	  urban-­‐rural	  and/or	  city/suburban	  representatives	  also	  cause	  difficulty	  in	  adopting,	  implementing,	  and	  sufficiently	  funding	  education	  policies	  (363-­‐364).	  Regardless	  of	  the	  above-­‐mentioned	  difficulties,	  “states	  enjoy	  substantial	  control	  over	  compulsory	  attendance,	  accreditation,	  curriculum,	  graduation	  standards,	  and	  such	  housekeeping	  matters	  as	  calendar,	  records,	  and	  accounting	  procedures”.	  (Wong	  2004,	  360)	  
State	  Adoption	  of	  Public	  Policy	  	  	   McLendon	  and	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  (2008),	  suggest	  looking	  to	  political	  science	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  policy	  dynamics	  of	  educational	  policy	  in	  the	  K-­‐12	  arena.	  “Scholarship	  on	  state	  policy	  making	  in	  the	  field	  of	  political	  science…[has]	  produced	  a	  growing	  body	  of	  research	  capable	  of	  helping	  to	  fill	  the	  lingering	  gaps	  in	  the	  education	  policy	  literature”	  (McLendon	  &	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  2008,	  p.	  31).	  They	  further	  suggest	  three	  political	  science	  theoretical	  frameworks,	  which	  have	  the	  greatest	  potential	  to	  explain	  the	  processes	  of	  policy	  change:	  multiple	  streams,	  punctuated	  equilibrium,	  and	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion.	  	  Multiple	  Streams	  is	  a	  very	  well	  known	  policy	  theory	  whereby	  policy	  formation	  by	  national	  governments	  is	  explained.	  Specifically,	  the	  multiple	  streams	  theory	  consists	  of	  five	  elements	  that	  lead	  to	  a	  policy	  output:	  problems,	  politics,	  policies,	  policy	  windows,	  and	  policy	  entrepreneurs.	  The	  theory	  posits	  that	  agendas	  change	  when	  the	  three	  streams	  of	  problems,	  politics,	  and	  policies	  converge	  or	  couple	  to	  create	  an	  opportunity	  (policy	  window)	  for	  policy	  entrepreneurs	  to	  bring	  
	   21	  
greater	  attention	  to	  a	  choice	  solution.	  The	  dominant	  methodology	  for	  multiple	  streams	  is	  to	  use	  case	  studies,	  interviews,	  and	  archival	  data	  for	  analysis	  (Zahariadis	  2007,	  70-­‐71;	  McLendon	  &	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  2008,	  p.	  31,	  35).	  	  Punctuated	  equilibrium	  is	  another	  popular	  policy	  theory	  that	  seeks	  to	  explain	  the	  sudden	  or	  large	  scale	  changes	  in	  policy	  where	  stability	  and	  incrementalism	  have	  been	  normally	  observed	  in	  the	  past.	  	  This	  theory	  contends	  that	  policies	  build	  within	  policy	  subsystems	  and	  then	  occasionally—when	  struggles	  play	  out	  in	  the	  larger	  political	  arena—attract	  greater	  attention	  and	  lead	  to	  change.	  Central	  to	  this	  theory	  is	  the	  concept	  of	  venues	  and	  images.	  Venues	  are	  the	  institutional	  structures	  where	  policies	  are	  debated	  such	  as	  government	  agencies,	  interest	  groups,	  and	  various	  government	  authorities.	  When	  venues	  include	  governments,	  they	  are	  known	  as	  policy	  subsystems.	  Images	  deal	  with	  the	  perceived	  value	  of	  the	  policy	  to	  the	  various	  political	  actors	  and	  venues.	  The	  dominant	  methodology	  for	  punctuated	  equilibrium	  is	  to	  use	  archival	  data	  for	  content	  analysis	  and	  trend	  analysis	  (True,	  Jones,	  &	  Baumgartner	  2007,	  155;	  McLendon	  &	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  2008,	  p.	  35-­‐37).	  	  Lastly,	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  is	  a	  policy	  theory	  particularly	  popular	  amongst	  state	  policy	  scholars	  and	  seeks	  to	  explain	  the	  factors	  or	  policy	  innovation	  that	  leads	  a	  government	  to	  adopt	  a	  new	  policy.	  Specifically,	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  considers	  both	  intra-­‐state	  and	  interstate	  influences.	  The	  intra-­‐states	  influences	  include	  internal	  determinants	  political,	  socio-­‐demographic,	  and	  economic	  factors	  that	  when	  favorable	  lead	  to	  policy	  adoption.	  Interstate	  influences	  or	  diffusion	  posits	  that	  states	  learn	  from	  and	  seek	  shortcuts	  to	  the	  policy	  process	  and	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will	  look	  to	  their	  neighbors	  and	  consider	  adopting	  policies	  that	  these	  neighbors	  have	  already	  adopted.	  The	  dominant	  methodology	  for	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  is	  to	  use	  an	  event	  history	  analysis	  to	  explain	  a	  states	  behavior	  in	  adopting	  a	  policy	  over	  a	  specific	  period	  of	  time.	  (McLendon	  &	  Cohen-­‐Vogel	  2008,	  p.	  35,	  38-­‐39).	  	  	  As	  this	  research	  will	  look	  at	  the	  factors	  the	  lead	  individual	  U.S.	  states	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  during	  a	  specific	  period	  of	  time,	  this	  dissertation	  will	  use	  the	  literature	  on	  adoption	  of	  innovations	  to	  frame	  this	  analysis.	  This	  framework	  has	  been	  used	  extensively	  to	  analyze	  when	  a	  state	  adopts	  a	  new	  innovation	  (Berry	  and	  Berry	  2007).	  Walker	  (1969)	  defined	  a	  new	  innovation	  as	  a	  new	  policy	  or	  program	  that	  is	  new	  to	  the	  state	  or	  organization	  adopting	  it.	  The	  literature	  on	  adoption	  on	  innovations	  can	  be	  divided	  into	  three	  areas:	  diffusion	  models,	  internal	  determinant	  models,	  and	  a	  unified	  model	  of	  innovation	  addressing	  both	  diffusion	  and	  internal	  determinants.	  
Diffusion	  Models.	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (2007)	  builds	  upon	  the	  work	  of	  Walker	  (1969),	  Gray	  (1973),	  Rogers	  (2003),	  and	  others	  to	  define	  and	  analyze	  diffusion	  models.	  Specifically,	  diffusion	  is	  the	  “communication	  of	  a	  new	  idea	  in	  a	  social	  system	  over	  time”	  (Gray	  1973,	  1175).	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (2007)	  analysis	  argues	  that	  all	  of	  the	  various	  diffusion	  models	  demonstrate	  that	  states	  emulate	  each	  other	  for	  one	  of	  three	  reasons:	  states	  learn	  from	  on	  another,	  states	  compete	  with	  each	  other,	  and/or	  states	  feel	  pressure	  to	  adopt	  national	  or	  regional	  standards	  (225).	  As	  for	  learning	  from	  one	  another	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (2007),	  citing	  Walker,	  explains	  that	  state	  policymakers	  will	  often	  seek	  shortcuts	  when	  attempting	  to	  address	  complete	  problems.	  Competition	  plays	  a	  role	  in	  states	  emulating	  each	  other	  as	  one	  state	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attempts	  to	  achieve	  or	  maintain	  an	  economic	  advantage	  over	  neighboring	  states.	  One	  example	  provided	  by	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (2007)	  is	  that	  of	  welfare	  benefits.	  If	  one	  state	  lowers	  their	  benefits,	  neighboring	  states	  will	  likely	  lower	  their	  benefits	  to	  match	  in	  order	  to	  avoid	  taking	  on	  the	  role	  of	  “welfare	  magnet”	  for	  the	  region	  (225).	  Lastly,	  pressure	  to	  adopt	  national	  or	  regional	  standards	  can	  also	  cause	  states	  to	  emulate	  one	  another.	  For	  example,	  federal	  mandates	  may	  leave	  little	  room	  to	  avoid	  adoption	  and	  states	  look	  to	  others	  for	  best	  practices.	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (2007)	  continue	  their	  analysis	  by	  describing	  five	  different	  diffusion	  models.	  First,	  the	  national	  interaction	  model	  posits	  that	  there	  are	  national	  communication	  networks	  among	  state	  officials.	  As	  these	  officials	  freely	  interact	  and	  communicate	  with	  one	  another,	  policies	  that	  have	  been	  adopted	  in	  one	  local	  are	  shared	  with	  locations	  that	  have	  not	  previously	  adopted	  these	  policies.	  Examples	  of	  national	  communication	  networks	  can	  include:	  the	  National	  Governor’s	  Association,	  National	  Conference	  of	  State	  Legislatures,	  and	  the	  National	  Association	  of	  General	  Service	  Administrators.	  Early	  uses	  of	  this	  model	  used	  the	  U.S.	  states	  as	  the	  community/organization	  being	  analyzed.	  Second,	  the	  regional	  diffusion	  model	  posits	  that	  states	  are	  more	  influenced	  by	  geographically	  close	  states	  rather	  than	  nationally	  as	  the	  national	  interaction	  model	  suggests.	  More	  specifically,	  the	  regional	  diffusion	  model	  posits	  that	  states	  are	  influenced	  exclusively	  by	  states	  in	  which	  they	  share	  a	  border.	  	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (2007)	  call	  these	  neighbor	  models,	  whereas	  models	  that	  posit	  states	  are	  influenced	  by	  states	  in	  a	  region	  around	  them	  are	  called	  fixed-­‐region	  models	  (229).	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The	  three	  remaining	  models	  include:	  Third,	  leader-­‐laggard	  models	  posit	  that	  particular	  states	  are	  seen	  as	  pioneers	  in	  adopting	  new	  policies	  and	  other	  states	  will	  emulate	  them	  (Walker	  1969;	  Berry	  &	  Berry,	  2007).	  Scholars	  have	  previously	  viewed	  this	  pioneering	  influence	  to	  be	  more	  regional	  than	  national,	  but	  have	  acknowledged	  that	  there	  could	  be	  examples	  of	  national	  influence	  on	  policy	  innovation	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  2007,	  230).	  Fourth,	  isomorphism	  models	  posit	  that	  states	  will	  emulate	  states	  that	  are	  similar	  to	  them.	  Examples	  of	  “similarity”	  in	  the	  literature	  include	  political,	  demographic,	  and	  economic	  similarities	  (231).	  Fifth	  and	  lastly,	  vertical	  influence	  
models	  posit	  that	  states	  emulate	  the	  national	  government	  (vertically)	  rather	  than	  other	  states	  (horizontally).	  	  Often	  times,	  these	  adoptions	  of	  innovations	  involve	  mandated	  policies	  or	  policies	  that	  are	  attached	  to	  incentives	  for	  adoption	  (231).	  
Internal	  Determinant	  Models.	  Whereas	  as	  diffusion	  models	  are	  based	  on	  the	  concept	  of	  states	  emulating	  one	  another,	  internal	  determinant	  models	  are	  based	  on	  internal	  factors	  of	  an	  individual	  state	  causing	  a	  state	  to	  adopt	  a	  specific	  policy	  or	  program.	  Examples	  of	  internal	  factors	  often	  include	  political,	  economic,	  and	  social	  characteristics	  of	  the	  state	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  2007,	  231).	  Prior	  to	  1990,	  these	  models	  assumed	  that	  adoption	  was	  driven	  solely	  on	  internal	  factors	  in	  a	  state	  rather	  than	  a	  state	  adopting	  an	  innovation	  due	  to	  influences	  of	  other	  states	  or	  the	  national	  government.	  Dependent	  variables	  were	  usually	  based	  on	  the	  probability	  of	  adoption	  or	  the	  earliness	  of	  adoption.	  Independent	  variables	  were	  based	  on	  factors	  that	  reflected	  the	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  motivate,	  and	  the	  resources	  to	  overcome	  those	  obstacles.	  Mohr	  (1969)	  described	  these	  three	  factors	  as	  such,	  “Innovation	  is	  directly	  related	  to	  the	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  inversely	  related	  to	  the	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strength	  of	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  directly	  related	  to	  the	  availability	  of	  resources	  for	  overcoming	  such	  obstacles”	  (114).	  	  	  
A	  Unified	  Model	  for	  State	  Policy	  Innovation.	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (1990)	  created	  a	  unified	  model	  to	  analyze	  state	  policy	  adoption	  while	  considering	  both	  internal	  and	  external	  (diffusion)	  determinants,	  also	  known	  as	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion.	  In	  other	  words,	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (1990)	  combined	  Walker	  (1969)	  and	  Gray’s	  (1973)	  work	  using	  diffusion	  models	  with	  Mohr’s	  (1969)	  work	  using	  internal	  determinant	  models.	  Specifically,	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (1990)	  argued	  that	  it	  was	  unrealistic	  to	  accept	  that	  states	  would	  blindly	  emulate	  other	  state’s	  policies	  without	  the	  process	  being	  influenced	  by	  internal	  state	  determinants	  such	  as	  political	  and	  economic	  conditions;	  likewise,	  states	  are	  not	  completely	  insulated	  from	  the	  influence	  of	  other	  states	  when	  considering	  new	  policies	  ((396).	  Therefore,	  they	  used	  Mohr’s	  (1969)	  framework:	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  such	  obstacles;	  and	  classified	  diffusion	  as	  a	  resource	  to	  overcome	  such	  obstacles	  variable,	  thereby	  combining	  internal	  and	  external	  determinants	  into	  one	  model	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  1990,	  396).	  In	  this	  unified	  model	  a	  dichotomous	  dependent	  variable	  is	  collected:	  did	  a	  state	  adopt	  the	  policy	  in	  question	  in	  a	  specific	  year.	  If	  yes,	  it	  would	  be	  coded	  as	  a	  1,	  if	  no,	  then	  coded	  as	  a	  0.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  a	  central	  concept	  to	  this	  unified	  model	  is	  the	  distinction	  between	  whether	  a	  policy	  is	  adopted	  at	  a	  specific	  point	  in	  time	  rather	  than	  over	  time.	  Therefore,	  a	  model	  of	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  is	  only	  interested	  in	  the	  specific	  point	  in	  time	  when	  the	  policy	  was	  adopted	  not	  how	  long	  it	  took	  for	  the	  policy	  adoption	  process	  to	  occur.	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Independent	  variables	  are	  collected,	  which	  address	  Mohr’s	  (1969)	  hypotheses:	  motivation	  of	  policymakers	  to	  adopt	  a	  policy	  in	  a	  state	  at	  a	  specific	  time	  (year),	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  the	  obstacles.	  Additional	  variables	  may	  also	  be	  included	  such	  as	  dummy	  variables	  indicating	  other	  policies	  whose	  presence	  or	  absence	  may	  indicate	  a	  states	  proclivity	  to	  adopt	  the	  new	  policy	  being	  studied	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  2007,	  238).	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (1990	  and	  2007)	  used	  an	  event	  history	  analysis	  (EHA)	  to	  answer	  the	  question,	  why	  did	  a	  state	  adopt	  a	  particular	  policy	  and	  to	  test	  their	  adoption	  of	  innovations	  model	  described	  above.	  	  EHA	  has	  been	  defined	  as,	  “a	  longitudinal	  record	  of	  when	  events	  happened	  to	  a	  sample	  of	  individuals	  or	  collectivities”	  (Allison	  1984,	  9).	  Furthermore,	  EHA	  “is	  concerned	  with	  the	  patterns	  and	  correlates	  of	  the	  occurrences	  of	  events”	  (Yamaguchi	  1991,	  1).	  The	  EHA	  model	  has	  been	  used	  previously	  to	  examine	  adoptions	  of	  education	  policy.	  For	  example:	  school	  choice,	  charter	  schools	  and	  school	  takeovers,	  higher	  education	  reforms,	  and	  in-­‐state	  tuition	  and	  immigration	  (Mintrom	  1997,	  Mintrom	  &	  Vergari	  1998,	  Wong	  and	  Shen	  2002,	  McLendon	  et	  al	  2005,	  and	  McLendon	  et	  al	  2011).	  	  	  
Examples	  in	  education	  policy.	  Several	  scholars	  have	  used	  this	  unified	  model	  of	  innovation	  to	  specifically	  study	  state	  adoption	  of	  education	  policies.	  One	  example	  is	  Mintrom’s	  (2007)	  study	  of	  school	  reform—school	  choice	  adoption	  amongst	  the	  U.S.	  states.	  He	  used	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  unified	  model	  to	  analyze	  data	  collected	  through	  a	  survey	  to	  further	  study	  policy	  entrepreneur’s	  impact	  on	  the	  approval	  of	  state	  policy	  innovations.	  The	  study	  found	  that	  the	  presence	  of	  policy	  entrepreneurs,	  percentage	  of	  schools	  in	  a	  state	  that	  are	  private,	  and	  regional	  diffusion	  were	  all	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statistically	  significant	  in	  determining	  whether	  a	  state	  was	  likely	  to	  adopt	  a	  school	  choice	  policy	  (757).	  Building	  upon	  his	  work	  on	  policy	  entrepreneur’s	  effect	  on	  state	  policy	  innovation	  Mintrom	  and	  Vergari	  (1998)	  once	  again	  use	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  framework	  to	  study	  the	  effect	  on	  external	  and	  internal	  policy	  networks	  on	  policy	  entrepreneurs	  in	  the	  adoption	  of	  school	  choice	  policies.	  	  Mintrom	  and	  Vergari	  (1998)	  found	  “that	  greater	  involvement	  in	  policy	  networks	  significantly	  increases	  the	  likelihood	  of	  policy	  entrepreneurs	  achieving	  their	  legislative	  goals”	  (126).	  Additionally,	  they	  found	  “that	  the	  deliberations	  of	  legislatures	  in	  neighboring	  states	  increases	  the	  likelihood	  of	  legislative	  consideration	  of	  school	  choice”	  (144).	  Wong	  and	  Shen	  (2002)	  conducted	  a	  two-­‐part	  study	  using	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  framework	  to	  study	  state-­‐led	  education	  reform	  adoption—charter	  school	  legislation	  and	  school	  district	  takeover	  with	  the	  expectation	  that	  political	  climate	  in	  states	  where	  charter	  school	  legislation	  is	  passed	  would	  be	  different	  than	  the	  political	  climate	  in	  states	  where	  school	  district	  takeover	  legislation	  is	  adopted	  (161).	  	  Specifically,	  Wong	  and	  Shen	  (2002)	  hypothesized	  that	  since	  charter	  school	  legislation	  was	  part	  of	  the	  school	  choice	  movement—most	  often	  favored	  by	  the	  Republican	  Party	  platform—that	  states	  with	  lower	  Democratic	  control	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  the	  charter	  school	  legislation.	  Additionally,	  since	  school	  district	  takeover	  was	  not	  seen	  as	  a	  Republican	  or	  Democratic	  position,	  then	  Democratic	  control	  would	  not	  be	  a	  contributing	  factor	  in	  the	  adoption	  of	  such	  policies	  (166).	  However,	  after	  analysis,	  they	  found	  that	  political	  climate	  did	  not	  have	  a	  statistically	  significant	  effect	  on	  either	  charter	  school	  or	  district	  takeover	  legislation	  nor	  did	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regional	  diffusion.	  What	  did	  have	  an	  inverse	  effect	  on	  charter	  school	  legislation	  was	  the	  quality	  of	  public	  schools	  (176,	  184).	  Wong	  and	  Shen’s	  (2002)	  findings	  though	  did	  support	  Mintrom’s	  (2000)	  conclusion	  “that	  the	  politics	  of	  school	  choice	  needs	  to	  be	  analyzed	  in	  ways	  that,	  among	  other	  things,	  pay	  greater	  attention	  to	  the	  inner	  workings	  of	  the	  policymaking	  process”	  (206-­‐207).	  McLendon,	  Heller,	  and	  Young	  (2005)	  studied	  six	  postsecondary	  education	  policy	  innovations:	  “performance	  funding,	  performance,	  budgeting,	  mandated	  assessment	  of	  undergraduates,	  merit-­‐based	  scholarships,	  prepaid	  tuition	  plans,	  and	  college	  savings	  plans”	  (375).	  	  Four	  categories	  of	  independent	  variables	  were	  collected	  and	  analyzed:	  demographic	  characteristics,	  higher	  education	  governance	  structures,	  political	  characteristics	  of	  each	  state,	  and	  measures	  of	  enactments	  of	  policy	  innovations	  in	  contiguous	  states.	  Five	  models	  were	  then	  “fit	  by	  sequentially	  entering	  the	  groups	  of	  predictors	  in	  blocks	  relating	  to	  the	  four	  categories”	  of	  independent	  variables	  (378).	  Within	  these	  five	  models	  the	  predictors	  that	  were	  statistically	  significant	  were	  Republican	  control	  and	  diffusion.	  Specifically,	  they	  found	  “that	  state	  political	  climates	  and	  interstate	  diffusion	  appear	  to	  be	  better	  predictors	  of	  innovative	  postsecondary	  financing	  policies	  than	  the	  governance	  arrangements	  or	  socioeconomic	  characteristics	  of	  states”	  (386).	  
Mokher	  and	  McLendon	  (2009)	  attempted	  to	  bridge	  research	  between	  K-­‐12	  education	  policy	  adoption	  and	  higher	  education	  policy	  as	  they	  looked	  at	  dual-­‐enrollment	  policy	  adoption.	  Dual	  enrollment	  is	  where	  high	  school	  students	  may	  enroll	  in	  college	  level	  courses	  that	  will	  count	  for	  both	  high	  school	  and	  college	  credit	  (249).	  	  The	  authors	  found	  that	  a	  unified	  Republican	  legislature,	  consolidating	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governing	  boards,	  and	  the	  previous	  adoption	  of	  innovative	  educational	  reforms	  were	  the	  factors	  that	  most	  significantly	  predicted	  adoption	  of	  dual-­‐enrollment	  polices	  (268).	  Relating	  to	  diffusion	  Mokher	  and	  McLendon	  (2009)	  found	  no	  evidence	  of	  regional	  diffusion	  and	  posited	  “that	  policy	  makers	  may	  be	  turning	  more	  toward	  states	  that	  appear	  to	  be	  national	  leaders	  in	  the	  education	  arena	  for	  policy	  ideas,	  rather	  than	  to	  regional	  influences”	  (270).	  
Doyle,	  McLendon,	  and	  Hearn	  (2010)	  continue	  the	  trend	  of	  researching	  higher	  education	  policy	  adoption.	  In	  this	  particular	  study	  the	  authors	  look	  at	  prepaid	  tuition	  plans	  in	  college	  savings	  plans.	  Prepaid	  tuition	  plans	  provide	  an	  opportunity	  for	  individuals	  to	  pay	  tuition	  today	  in	  the	  form	  of	  credits	  that	  are	  used	  in	  the	  future.	  This	  in	  essence	  allows	  the	  individual	  to	  lock	  in	  a	  future	  college	  education	  at	  today’s	  prices,	  or	  in	  other	  words	  is	  an	  attempt	  to	  mitigate	  inflation	  concerns	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  the	  cost	  of	  college	  education.	  College	  savings	  plans	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  provide	  an	  individual	  the	  opportunity	  to	  save	  funds	  in	  a	  tax	  deferred	  account	  that	  is	  usually	  professionally	  managed	  (659).	  Both	  of	  these	  policies	  build	  upon	  previous	  research	  (see	  Mokher	  &	  McLendon	  2009)	  that	  look	  at	  potential	  policy	  innovations	  as	  ”policy	  privatization”,	  which	  is	  an	  opportunity	  to	  place	  greater	  responsibility	  on	  the	  individual	  by	  removing	  the	  same	  responsibility	  from	  the	  government	  (662).	  The	  authors	  conducted	  analysis	  on	  seven	  different	  model	  specifications.	  Their	  findings	  included:	  “a	  modest	  effect	  of	  diffusion—states	  that	  had	  neighbors	  with	  savings	  plans	  did	  appear	  to	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  these	  policies	  as	  well.	  Otherwise	  our	  findings	  are	  similar	  with	  respect	  to	  savings	  plans”	  (683).	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One	  final	  study	  in	  education	  policy	  innovation	  is	  Mokher’s	  (2010)	  research	  on	  “education	  governors”	  and	  their	  effect	  on	  forming	  statewide	  P-­‐16	  education	  councils.	  She	  further	  uses	  network	  theory	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  gain	  insights	  into	  the	  state	  adoption	  of	  P-­‐16	  councils.	  For	  her	  dependent	  variable	  she	  looked	  at	  both	  the	  adoption	  of	  any	  P-­‐16	  council	  and	  mandatory	  P-­‐16	  councils.	  The	  study’s	  findings	  were	  that	  education	  governors	  were	  important	  for	  mandatory	  statewide	  P-­‐16	  councils,	  “yet	  among	  more	  informal	  P–16	  councils,	  economic	  and	  demographic	  characteristics	  of	  states	  were	  better	  predictors	  of	  policy	  adoption”(493).	  
Summary	  and	  Conceptual	  Framework	  	   In	  summary,	  this	  dissertation	  builds	  on	  the	  literatures	  of	  multicultural	  education,	  multicultural	  education	  policy,	  the	  politics	  of	  education,	  and	  state	  adoption	  of	  public	  policies.	  From	  these	  literatures,	  one	  finds	  that	  states	  have	  become	  instrumental	  in	  education	  policy	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  local	  governments.	  The	  literature	  indicates	  there	  is	  a	  value	  for	  multicultural	  education	  and	  that	  states	  are	  now	  very	  concerned	  with	  such	  educational	  matters	  as	  curriculum,	  assessment,	  and	  attendance	  policies;	  as	  such,	  one	  would	  expect	  to	  see	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  that	  positively	  impact	  the	  curriculum	  to	  be	  generated	  at	  the	  state	  level.	  Very	  little	  research	  has	  been	  done	  since	  1995	  (Gollnick)	  looking	  at	  such	  state	  level	  policies.	  Furthermore,	  the	  dominant	  analytical	  method	  for	  evaluating	  state	  policy	  adoption	  of	  innovations	  for	  more	  than	  two	  decades	  has	  been	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  unified	  model	  of	  state	  innovation	  for	  diffusion	  and	  internal	  determinants	  using	  an	  event	  history	  analysis.	  This	  particular	  model	  has	  been	  used	  dozens	  of	  times	  looking	  at	  many	  different	  policy	  areas:	  state	  lotteries,	  taxes,	  abortion	  laws,	  hate	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crimes,	  English	  only	  laws,	  electoral	  reforms,	  and	  education.	  The	  literature	  specifically	  demonstrates	  a	  growing	  body	  of	  literature	  looking	  at	  higher	  education	  policy	  adoption	  and	  a	  smaller	  body	  of	  literature	  looking	  at	  educational	  reform	  policies	  such	  as	  charter	  school	  legislation.	  There	  is	  a	  gap	  in	  the	  literature	  addressing	  educational	  policy	  adoptions	  involving	  curriculum.	  In	  fact	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  multicultural	  education,	  the	  literature	  is	  almost	  silent.	  This	  dissertation	  will	  attempt	  to	  begin	  filling	  this	  gap	  in	  the	  literature	  by	  studying	  the	  factors	  that	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  affecting	  curriculum	  at	  the	  state	  level.	  
	   Conceptual	  Framework.	  This	  research	  accepts	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (2007)	  premise	  that	  both	  internal	  and	  external	  determinants	  affect	  policy	  adoption	  at	  the	  state-­‐level.	  Additionally,	  this	  research	  will	  use	  and	  build	  upon	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  of	  Mohr	  (1969),	  which	  posits	  “innovation	  is	  directly	  related	  to	  the	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  inversely	  related	  to	  the	  strength	  of	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  directly	  related	  to	  the	  availability	  of	  resources	  for	  overcoming	  such	  obstacles”	  (114).	  This	  conceptual	  framework	  using	  the	  three	  factors	  of	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles	  is	  visualized	  in	  Figure	  2.1.	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (1990)	  used	  this	  same	  framework	  in	  the	  development	  of	  their	  unified	  model	  for	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  and	  found	  “that	  both	  internal	  and	  regional	  influences	  on	  a	  state’s	  likelihood	  of	  innovation	  can	  be	  predicted	  based	  on	  Mohr’s	  theory	  (396).	  	  Mohr’s	  theory	  posited	  that	  when	  there	  are	  great	  obstacles	  to	  innovation	  and	  the	  resources	  to	  overcome	  these	  obstacles	  are	  small	  then	  even	  “high	  level[s]	  of	  motivation	  should	  not	  produce	  innovation”	  (399).	  However,	  as	  obstacles	  decrease	  and	  resources	  increase	  then	  the	  motivation	  to	  innovate	  increases	  the	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probability	  of	  such	  innovation.	  Conversely,	  if	  the	  motivation	  to	  innovate	  is	  already	  low,	  then	  obstacles	  and	  resources	  should	  have	  little	  effect	  on	  the	  probability	  of	  innovation.	  Figure	  2.1	  illustrates	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  adaptation	  of	  Mohr’s	  theory	  for	  their	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  model,	  which	  is	  also	  this	  dissertation’s	  conceptual	  framework.	  
The	  literature	  covering	  examples	  of	  education	  policy	  evaluated	  with	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  unified	  model	  of	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  demonstrate	  that	  political,	  socio-­‐demographic,	  economic,	  and	  diffusion	  variables	  have	  all	  been	  found	  to	  successfully	  predict	  and	  explain	  state	  policy	  adoption.	  Therefore,	  using	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  in	  Figure	  2.1,	  independent	  variables	  were	  collected	  to	  test	  hypotheses	  to	  better	  understand	  why	  states	  adopted	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  during	  the	  observation	  period.	  For	  motivation	  to	  innovate	  two	  variables	  were	  collected	  to	  measure	  states	  motivation:	  minority	  populations	  and	  urban	  populations;	  for	  obstacles	  to	  innovate	  four	  variables	  were	  collected	  to	  measure	  potential	  obstacles:	  state	  citizen	  ideology,	  state	  government	  ideology,	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education,	  and	  appointed	  school	  boards	  of	  education;	  and	  for	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles	  two	  additional	  variables	  were	  collected:	  education	  funding	  and	  diffusion.	  These	  variables—aligned	  with	  the	  conceptual	  framework—and	  their	  respective	  hypotheses	  are	  detailed	  in	  Table	  2.1.	  The	  rationale	  and	  further	  explanations	  for	  each	  variable	  and	  hypothesis	  are	  covered	  in	  Chapter	  3.	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Figure	  2.1.	  Conceptual	  Framework	  	   Motivation	   Resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles	  
Obstacles	  
ADOPTION	  
+	  
+	  YES	   -­‐	  NO	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Table	  2.1	   	  Conceptual	  Framework	  and	  Corresponding	  Hypotheses	  
Area	   Hypothesis	  
Motivation	  	   	  	  
Minority	  population	  (+)	  
Hm1:	  States	  with	  a	  larger	  nonwhite	  population—subordinate	  
group—will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  
policies.	  
Urban	  population	  (+)	  
Hm2:	  States	  with	  a	  larger	  percentage	  of	  their	  population	  
living	  in	  urban	  environments	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  
multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	  
Obstacles	  	   	  	  
State	  Citizen	  Ideology	  (+)	  
Ho1:	  States	  that	  are	  more	  liberal	  ideologically	  (citizen	  
ideology)	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  
policies.	  	  
State	  Government	  
Ideology	  (+)	  
Ho2:	  States	  that	  are	  more	  liberal	  ideologically	  (government	  
ideology)	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  
policies.	  	  
Elected	  School	  Board	  of	  
Education	  (-­‐)	  
Ho3:	  States	  with	  a	  State	  Board	  makeup	  that	  are	  elected	  will	  
be	  less	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	  
Appointed	  School	  Board	  
of	  Education	  (+)	  
Ho4:	  States	  with	  a	  State	  Board	  makeup	  that	  are	  appointed	  
will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  
Resources	  	   	  	  
Education	  funding	  (+)	   Hr1:	  States	  with	  higher	  average	  per	  pupil	  spending	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	  
Neighboring	  state	  
diffusion	  (+)	  
Hr2:	  States	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  
education	  policies	  if	  their	  neighbors	  have	  already	  adopted	  the	  
policy.	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Chapter	  3:	  Methods	  
Research	  Question	  	   This	  research	  attempts	  to	  answer	  the	  following	  research	  questions:	  1. Do	  states	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum?	  2. If	  they	  do	  adopt,	  what	  factors	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  at	  the	  state	  level	  between	  1977-­‐1994?	  
Research	  Design	  	   The	  conceptual	  framework	  for	  this	  research	  was	  based	  on	  the	  policy	  theory	  of	  adoption	  of	  innovations,	  specifically,	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (2007)	  “unified	  model	  of	  state	  government	  innovation	  reflecting	  both	  internal	  determinants	  and	  diffusion”	  also	  known	  as	  policy	  innovations	  and	  diffusion	  (p.237).	  Furthermore	  this	  framework	  used	  Mohr’s	  (1969)	  three	  factors	  to	  explain	  the	  state	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies:	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles.	  The	  model	  for	  analysis	  I	  used	  in	  this	  dissertation	  was	  an	  event	  history	  analysis	  (EHA).	  The	  dependent	  (outcome)	  variable	  was	  dichotomous	  and	  indicated	  whether	  a	  state	  had	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  Therefore,	  adoption	  was	  studied	  over	  a	  period	  of	  time,	  not	  at	  single	  point	  in	  time.	  	  The	  independent	  variables	  were	  eight	  predicator	  variables	  that	  were	  posited	  to	  influence	  the	  likelihood	  that	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  the	  policy	  or	  innovation	  under	  investigation:	  (1)	  minority	  population,	  (2)	  urban	  population,	  (3)	  state	  citizen	  ideology,	  (4)	  state	  government	  ideology	  (5)	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elected	  school	  board	  of	  education,	  (6)	  appointed	  school	  board	  of	  education,	  (7)	  education	  funding,	  and	  (8)	  neighboring	  state	  diffusion.	  
Event	  History	  Analysis	  Allison	  (1984)	  defined	  event	  history	  analysis	  (EHA)	  as	  “a	  longitudinal	  record	  of	  when	  events	  happened	  to	  a	  sample	  of	  individuals	  or	  collectivities”	  (9).	  Berry	  and	  Berry	  (2007)	  further	  describes	  EHA	  as	  “an	  ideal	  methodology	  for	  estimating	  the	  coefficients	  of	  an	  innovation	  model”	  (p.	  243).	  	  As	  the	  innovation—state	  adoption	  of	  a	  particular	  policy—is	  a	  one-­‐time	  event	  that	  is	  non-­‐repeatable	  and	  occurs	  in	  a	  specific	  year,	  this	  research	  will	  use	  a	  continuous-­‐time	  method	  of	  EHA	  (Allison	  1984,	  14).	  	  In	  other	  words,	  this	  method	  records	  the	  events	  when	  they	  occur	  in	  a	  singular	  and	  distinct	  time—a	  specific	  year.	  	  Two	  key	  concepts	  required	  to	  build	  and	  understand	  EHA	  modeling	  are	  risk	  
set	  and	  hazard	  rate.	  In	  this	  research,	  the	  risk	  set—also	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  survivor	  function—is	  the	  set	  of	  states	  that	  are	  at	  risk	  of	  adopting	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  each	  year	  under	  observation.	  Therefore,	  when	  a	  state	  adopts	  the	  policy	  in	  a	  given	  year,	  they	  fall	  out	  of	  the	  risk	  set,	  as	  they	  are	  no	  longer	  at	  risk	  of	  adopting	  the	  policy	  in	  following	  years.	  Conversely	  stated,	  when	  a	  state	  does	  not	  adopt	  the	  policy	  in	  a	  given	  year,	  this	  state	  has	  survived	  or	  remains	  in	  the	  risk	  set	  to	  potentially	  adopt	  the	  policy	  in	  a	  future	  year.	  The	  survivor	  function	  is	  calculated	  mathematically	  using	  the	  Kaplan-­‐Meier	  estimator	  in	  Stata.	  The	  hazard	  rate—also	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  hazard	  function—represents	  the	  probability	  that	  a	  state	  will	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  a	  particular	  year,	  given	  that	  the	  state	  is	  still	  at	  risk	  of	  adopting	  the	  policy,	  while	  the	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate	  represents	  the	  increase	  of	  the	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probability	  over	  time.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  hazard	  rate	  is	  fundamentally	  the	  dependent	  variable	  (Allison	  1984,	  16,	  23;	  Statistical	  Computing	  Seminars	  n.d.).	  The	  cumulative	  hazard	  function	  is	  calculated	  using	  the	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  cumulative	  hazard	  function	  in	  Stata.	  
As	  briefly	  mentioned	  above,	  EHA	  models	  are	  distinguished	  between	  two	  models:	  discrete-­‐time	  and	  continuous-­‐	  time.	  	  The	  primary	  difference	  between	  these	  two	  models	  is	  the	  measure	  of	  time.	  In	  discrete-­‐time	  models,	  time	  is	  observed	  in	  large	  units	  of	  time	  such	  as	  months,	  years,	  or	  decades.	  Continuous-­‐time	  models	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  assume	  time	  units	  are	  small	  and	  that	  the	  time	  of	  an	  event	  occurrence	  is	  exactly	  known	  such	  as	  a	  specific	  year	  rather	  than	  a	  span	  of	  years	  (Allison	  1984,	  14).	  The	  Cox’s	  model—also	  referred	  to,	  as	  the	  “proportional	  hazards	  model”,	  is	  a	  continuous-­‐time	  model	  and	  was	  used	  for	  this	  dissertation	  (Allison	  1984,	  34).	  
Cox	  Proportional	  Hazard	  Model	  	  Historically,	  event	  history	  data	  was	  analyzed	  with	  parametric	  methods	  for	  continuous-­‐time	  data.	  Three	  popular	  methods	  were	  the	  exponential,	  the	  Weibull,	  and	  the	  Gompertz.	  However,	  unlike	  “these	  models.	  the	  Cox	  model	  leaves	  the	  baseline	  hazard	  unspecified,	  allowing	  the	  researcher	  to	  obtain	  estimates	  of	  the	  covariates	  for	  [policy	  adoption]	  without	  having	  to	  make	  constraining	  assumptions	  about	  the	  distribution	  of	  event	  occurrence	  times”	  Sponsler	  2011,	  72).	  Therefore,	  the	  Cox	  proportional	  hazards	  model	  was	  chosen	  for	  this	  dissertation	  based	  on	  two	  reasons:	  1)	  the	  hazard	  function	  does	  not	  have	  to	  be	  specified	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  time	  and	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2)	  the	  values	  of	  explanatory	  variables	  can	  change	  over	  time.	  	  The	  Cox	  model	  “is	  called	  the	  proportional	  hazards	  model	  because	  for	  any	  two	  individuals	  at	  any	  point	  in	  time,	  the	  ratio	  of	  their	  hazards	  is	  a	  constant”	  (Allison	  1984,	  33-­‐34)	  Additionally,	  the	  Cox	  model	  has	  been	  cited	  since	  its	  publication	  in	  scientific	  literature	  throughout	  the	  world	  over	  39,000	  times.	  Allison	  (1984)	  further	  makes	  the	  claim	  that	  Cox’s	  model,	  “in	  the	  judgment	  of	  many,	  it	  is	  unequivocally	  the	  best	  all-­‐around	  method	  for	  estimating	  regression	  models	  with	  continuous-­‐time	  data”	  (35).	  
	   The	  equation	  for	  the	  fully	  specified	  Cox	  model	  used	  in	  this	  dissertation	  is	  as	  follows:	  
λ(y(MULTICULTURAL	  POLICY))i,	  t	  =	  b1(Minority)i,	  t	  +	  b2(Urban)i,	  t	  +	  b3Citizen	  
Ideology)i,	  t	  +	  b4(Government	  Ideology)i,	  t	  +	  b5(Elected	  SBE)i,	  t	  +	  b6(Appointed	  SBE)i,	  
t	  +	  b7(Education	  Funding)i,	  t	  +	  b8(Diffusion)i,	  t	  	  where	  y	  i,	  t	  =	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  state	  i	  	  in	  year	  t,	  
b1-­‐8	  =	  coefficients	  for	  each	  variable,	  
Minority	  =	  percentage	  of	  state	  population	  that	  is	  nonwhite,	  
Urban	  =	  percentage	  of	  a	  state	  population	  that	  lives	  in	  an	  urban	  environment,	  
Citizen	  Ideology	  =	  measure	  of	  a	  state’s	  citizen	  liberalism;	  
Government	  Ideology	  =	  measure	  of	  state	  government	  liberalism,	  
Elected	  SBE	  =	  state	  boards	  of	  education	  are	  elected,	  
Appointed	  SBE	  =	  state	  boards	  of	  education	  are	  appointed,	  
Education	  Funding	  =	  state	  average	  per	  pupil	  spending	  in	  dollars,	  
Diffusion	  =	  indicates	  if	  a	  state’s	  neighbors	  have	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	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   The	  fully	  specified	  Cox	  model	  along	  with	  several	  subset	  models	  were	  estimated	  using	  Stata	  Statistical	  software.	  Subset	  models	  were	  used	  to	  test	  each	  of	  the	  three	  factors	  described	  in	  the	  conceptual	  framework:	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovate,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  the	  obstacles	  to	  innovation.	  Using	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  described	  in	  chapter	  2,	  the	  predictor	  variables	  were	  subdivided.	  The	  first	  subset	  model	  contained	  the	  predictor	  variables	  that	  were	  expected	  to	  motivate	  states	  to	  innovate	  or	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  minority	  populations	  and	  urban	  populations.	  The	  second	  subset	  model	  contained	  the	  predictor	  variables	  that	  were	  expected	  to	  present	  obstacles	  to	  innovation	  or	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  state	  citizen	  ideology,	  state	  government	  ideology,	  elected	  state	  boards	  of	  education,	  and	  appointed	  state	  boards	  of	  education.	  The	  third	  subset	  model	  contained	  the	  predictor	  variables	  that	  were	  expected	  to	  provide	  resources	  to	  overcome	  the	  obstacles	  to	  innovation	  or	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  education	  funding	  and	  neighboring	  state	  diffusion.	  The	  final	  model	  or	  fully	  specified	  model	  included	  all	  eight	  predictor	  variables.	  Finally,	  all	  four	  models	  were	  evaluated	  to	  select	  model	  best	  fit	  using	  Bayesian	  information	  criterion	  (BIC)	  scores	  as	  produced	  in	  Stata	  using	  the	  estat	  command	  (Raftery	  1996;	  Statistical	  Computing	  Seminars,	  n.d.).	  
Hypotheses	  	   The	  following	  eight	  hypotheses	  were	  used	  to	  test	  the	  influence	  of	  each	  predicator	  variable	  on	  the	  likelihood	  that	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  
Hypotheses	  for	  Motivating	  Innovation	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   Hypothesis	  m1:	  States	  with	  a	  larger	  nonwhite	  population—subordinate	  group—will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	  	   Hypothesis	  m2:	  States	  with	  a	  larger	  population	  of	  their	  population	  living	  in	  urban	  environments	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  
Hypothesis	  for	  Obstacles	  to	  Innovation	  	   Hypothesis	  ob1:	  States	  that	  are	  more	  liberal	  ideologically	  (citizen	  ideology)	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	   Hypothesis	  ob2:	  States	  that	  are	  more	  liberal	  ideologically	  (government	  ideology)	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	   Hypothesis	  ob3:	  States	  with	  a	  State	  Board	  makeup	  that	  are	  elected	  will	  be	  less	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  	   Hypothesis	  ob4:	  States	  with	  a	  State	  Board	  makeup	  that	  are	  appointed	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  
Hypotheses	  for	  Overcoming	  Obstacles	  to	  Innovation	  
	   Hypothesis	  r1:	  States	  with	  higher	  average	  per	  pupil	  spending	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  
	   Hypothesis	  r2:	  States	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  if	  their	  neighbors	  have	  already	  adopted	  the	  policy.	  
Date	  Sources	  and	  Variables	  
	   This	  research	  evaluated	  data	  from	  1978-­‐1994.	  The	  first	  year	  of	  observation—1978—was	  selected	  based	  on	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  finding	  that	  Iowa	  was	  the	  first	  state	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  legislation	  that	  dealt	  with	  K-­‐12	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schools	  (56).	  The	  final	  year	  of	  observation—1994—was	  selected	  from	  research	  indicating	  a	  reduced	  focus	  on	  multicultural	  curriculum.	  For	  example,	  Noguera	  (in	  Josee	  and	  Johnson	  2007)	  found	  that,	  “as	  the	  accountability	  movement	  has	  gathered	  steam	  in	  school	  districts	  across	  the	  United	  States,	  multicultural	  curriculum	  issues	  have	  seemingly	  fallen	  off	  the	  educational	  agenda”	  (p.	  67).	  Therefore,	  data	  was	  collected	  through	  1994,	  as	  this	  was	  the	  year	  the	  Improving	  America	  Schools	  Act	  (IASA)—a	  reauthorization	  of	  the	  1965	  federal	  Elementary	  and	  Secondary	  Schools	  Act—was	  passed	  and	  set	  the	  accountability	  movement	  in	  motion	  (IASA	  1994).	  Specifically,	  IASA	  required	  all	  states	  to	  develop	  standards	  in	  language	  arts	  and	  mathematics,	  assess	  students	  numerous	  times	  during	  their	  K-­‐12	  education	  (even	  those	  with	  limited	  English	  proficiency),	  and	  provide	  analysis	  of	  student	  test	  results	  by	  student	  subgroups.	  This	  new	  focus	  on	  accountability	  due	  to	  IASA	  was	  both	  time	  and	  resource	  intensive,	  thereby	  resulting	  in	  a	  reduced	  focus	  on	  other	  educational	  programs	  such	  as	  multicultural	  education.	  
Outcome	  Variable.	  	  The	  outcome	  variable	  for	  this	  dissertation	  was	  a	  dichotomous	  variable,	  which	  indicated	  whether	  a	  state	  had	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  This	  variable	  was	  initially	  based	  upon	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  findings	  regarding	  state	  policies	  for	  multicultural	  education	  in	  K-­‐12	  schools.	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  used	  Sleeter	  and	  Grant’s	  (1988)	  conceptual	  framework	  to	  analyze	  such	  policies,	  which	  include	  five	  approaches	  to	  multicultural	  education:	  1)	  Teaching	  the	  Exceptional	  and	  Culturally	  Different,	  2)	  Human	  Relations,	  3)	  Single-­‐Group	  Studies,	  4)	  Multicultural	  Education,	  and	  5)	  Education	  That	  Is	  Multicultural	  and	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Social	  Reconstructionist	  (Gollnick	  1995,	  p.	  44	  and	  Sleeter	  and	  Grant	  1988;	  also	  see	  discussion	  in	  chapter	  2).	  I	  was	  interested	  in	  policies	  that	  meet	  the	  fourth	  approach:	  Multicultural	  Education,	  as	  this	  definition	  most	  closely	  matches	  the	  literature	  defining	  multicultural	  education.	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  findings	  indicated	  18	  states—which	  included	  four	  states	  that	  adopted	  policies	  using	  terms	  such	  as	  “culture”	  or	  “diversity”	  instead	  of	  “multicultural”—adopted	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  that	  “expected	  schools	  to	  make	  their	  curriculum	  multicultural”	  between	  1978	  and	  1993	  (52-­‐53,	  56).	  	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  came	  to	  these	  conclusions	  through	  a	  survey	  conducted	  in	  1993	  where	  states	  were	  asked	  to	  provide	  evidence	  of	  their	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  Some	  of	  this	  evidence	  was	  explored	  in	  detail	  in	  her	  paper	  for	  which	  citations	  were	  provided.	  As	  such,	  I	  used	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  findings	  and	  citations	  and	  then	  sought	  to	  verify	  these	  findings	  by	  obtaining	  copies	  of	  the	  specific	  policies	  for	  each	  of	  the	  18	  states.	  I	  used	  state	  websites,	  state	  legislative	  archives,	  publications,	  and	  phone	  calls	  as	  needed.	  Therefore,	  if	  a	  state	  adopted	  a	  policy	  during	  the	  observation	  period,	  it	  will	  be	  coded	  with	  a	  1,	  and	  a	  0	  if	  it	  did	  not	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  related	  to	  curriculum.	  One	  clarification	  is	  necessary,	  based	  on	  the	  literature	  review	  where	  both	  state	  legislatures	  and	  state	  boards	  of	  education—under	  the	  direction	  of	  state	  legislatures	  and	  sometimes	  independently—have	  adopted/implemented	  education	  polices,	  the	  outcome	  variable	  included	  both	  legislated	  and	  bureaucratically	  created	  state-­‐level	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  For	  example,	  Nebraska’s	  policy	  was	  a	  legislated	  policy,	  Michigan’s	  state	  board	  of	  education	  policy	  Multicultural	  Education	  
in	  Michigan:	  A	  Framework	  for	  Action	  was	  based	  on	  legislation	  known	  as	  Public	  Act	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No.	  353,	  and	  New	  Jersey’s	  Guidelines	  for	  Education	  that	  is	  Multicultural	  was	  a	  state	  board	  of	  education	  policy	  independently	  created	  based	  on	  both	  state	  and	  federal	  laws	  (Iowa	  1978;	  New	  Jersey	  1993;	  Lang	  &	  Salas	  1998).	  
Predictor	  Variables	  The	  following	  predicator	  variables	  (also	  see	  Table	  3.1)	  were	  used	  to	  test	  the	  previously	  listed	  hypotheses	  as	  to	  why	  states	  adopted	  multicultural	  education	  policies:	  
Minority	  Population.	  States	  with	  a	  larger	  minority	  population—subordinate	  group—will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  Research	  has	  posited	  that	  when	  dominant	  groups	  decrease	  in	  size	  they	  become	  threatened	  by	  the	  increasing	  subordinate	  group	  and	  are	  less	  likely	  to	  favor	  polices	  that	  may	  benefit	  the	  subordinate	  group	  (Soule	  &	  Earl	  2001).	  Minority	  population	  data	  was	  collected	  from	  the	  US	  Census	  for	  1970,	  1980,	  and	  1990	  and	  it	  was	  coded	  as	  a	  percent	  of	  total	  population.	  
Urban	  Population.	  States	  with	  a	  larger	  percentage	  of	  their	  population	  living	  in	  urban	  environments	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  Soule	  and	  Earl	  (2001)	  also	  hypothesized	  that	  states	  with	  larger	  urban	  populations	  will	  have	  higher	  concentrations	  of	  minority	  populations.	  These	  minority	  populations	  may	  be	  more	  inclined	  to	  organize	  and	  mobilize	  for	  political	  purposes.	  Urban	  population	  data	  was	  collected	  from	  the	  US	  Census	  for	  1970,	  1980,	  and	  1990.	  It	  was	  coded	  as	  a	  percent	  of	  total	  population.	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   Table	  3.1	   	   	   	  Variables	  and	  Sources	  of	  Data	   	   	  Variable	   Variable	  type	   Measurement	   Source	  Adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  (event	  variable)	   Dichotomous	   0=nonadoption	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1=adoption	  
Gollnick	  (1995)	  and	  individual	  states	  Duration	  time	  (outcome	  variable)	   Continuous	   Time	  until	  adoption	  in	  years	   N/A	  
Motivation	  to	  innovate	   	  	   	  	  Minority	  population	   Continuous	   Percentage	  of	  state	  population	  identified	  as	  White	  non-­‐Hispanic	  	   U.S.	  Census	  Bureau	  Urban	  population	   Continuous	   Percentage	  of	  state	  population	  living	  in	  an	  urban	  environment	   U.S.	  Census	  Bureau	  
Obstacles	  to	  innovate	   	  	   	  	   	  	  State	  citizen	  ideology	   Continuous	   Index	  of	  citizen	  ideology	   Berry	  et	  al.	  (1998)	  State	  government	  ideology	   Continuous	   Index	  of	  state	  government	  ideology	   Berry	  et	  al.	  (1998)	  
Elected	  School	  Board	  of	  Education	   Dichotomous	   0=nonelected	  school	  board	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1=elected	  school	  board	  
National	  Association	  of	  School	  Boards	  of	  Education	  
Appointed	  School	  Board	  of	  Education	   Dichotomous	   0=nonappointed	  school	  board	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1=appointed	  school	  board	  
National	  Association	  of	  School	  Boards	  of	  Education	  
Resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles	   	  	   	  	  Education	  funding	   Continuous	   State	  average	  per	  pupil	  spending	  	   U.S.	  Census	  Bureau	  Neighboring	  state	  diffusion	   Dichotomous	   0=nonadoption	  by	  neighbors	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1=adoption	  by	  neighbors	   Computed	  by	  researcher	  	  
State	  Citizen	  and	  Government	  Ideology.	  States	  that	  are	  more	  liberal	  ideologically	  (citizen	  and	  government	  ideology)	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	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multicultural	  education	  policies.	  There	  is	  a	  rich	  literature	  looking	  at	  political	  ideology	  as	  an	  internal	  determinant	  of	  policy	  innovation	  (Berry	  et	  al	  1998	  and	  2010).	  Many	  previous	  studies	  have	  used	  Elazar’s	  (1965)	  political	  culture	  index,	  Wright,	  Erikson,	  and	  McIver’s	  (1987)	  citizen	  ideology,	  and	  Savage’s	  index	  from	  1978.	  The	  challenge	  is	  that	  each	  of	  these	  indices	  assume	  that	  both	  citizen	  and	  politician	  ideologies	  are	  constant	  throughout	  much	  of	  the	  latter	  twentieth	  century.	  Therefore,	  this	  research	  used	  Berry	  et	  al’s	  (1998)	  citizen	  and	  government	  ideology	  indices,	  which	  have	  ideology	  values	  for	  each	  state	  in	  each	  year	  during	  the	  observation	  period.	  
Elected	  and	  Appointed	  School	  Boards	  of	  Education.	  States	  with	  a	  state	  board	  of	  education	  makeup	  that	  are	  appointed	  as	  opposed	  to	  elected	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  Mokher	  (2010)	  discussed	  previous	  research	  that	  indicated	  a	  governor’s	  ability	  to	  appoint	  members	  to	  a	  state	  board	  of	  education	  led	  to	  an	  increase	  in	  policy	  success	  due	  to	  a	  “congruence”	  of	  interests	  (478).	  This	  data	  was	  collected	  from	  the	  National	  Association	  of	  State	  Boards	  of	  Education	  and	  used	  to	  create	  two	  dummy	  predicator	  variables:	  elected	  school	  board	  of	  education,	  which	  was	  coded	  with	  a	  1	  for	  elected	  and	  0	  for	  any	  other	  type	  of	  school	  board	  and	  appointed	  school	  board	  of	  education,	  which	  was	  coded	  with	  a	  1	  for	  appointed	  and	  0	  for	  any	  other	  type	  of	  school	  board.	  	  Both	  dummy	  variables	  were	  based	  on	  the	  original	  data	  collected	  from	  the	  National	  Association	  of	  State	  Boards	  of	  Education.	  The	  original	  coding	  was	  a	  0	  for	  elected,	  1	  for	  appointed,	  2,	  for	  a	  mix	  of	  elected	  and	  appointed,	  and	  3	  for	  no	  state	  board	  of	  education.	  Since	  this	  research	  looks	  specifically	  at	  the	  effect	  of	  elected	  and	  appointed	  board	  members,	  the	  findings	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for	  a	  mix	  of	  elected	  and	  appointed	  and	  for	  no	  state	  board	  of	  education	  were	  added	  to	  the	  reference	  group.	  Therefore,	  the	  elected	  school	  board	  of	  education	  dummy	  variable	  was	  recoded	  to	  1	  for	  elected	  (formerly	  0	  in	  the	  original)	  and	  0	  for	  all	  other	  categories.	  Likewise,	  the	  appointed	  school	  board	  of	  education	  dummy	  variable	  was	  recoded	  to	  1	  for	  appointed	  (the	  same	  as	  the	  original)	  and	  0	  for	  all	  other	  categories.	  
Education	  Funding.	  States	  with	  higher	  average	  per	  pupil	  spending	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  The	  literature	  speaks	  often	  to	  per	  capita	  income	  as	  an	  internal	  determinant	  for	  state	  policy	  adoption	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  fiscal	  health	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  1990,	  1994).	  However,	  I	  have	  chosen	  to	  use	  per	  pupil	  spending	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  determine	  fiscal	  health	  of	  public	  education.	  Meaning	  that	  the	  higher	  the	  per	  pupil	  spending,	  the	  greater	  likelihood	  a	  state	  would	  have	  the	  fiscal	  means	  to	  support	  and	  maintain	  additional	  education	  polices	  or	  programs	  such	  as	  multicultural	  education.	  State	  average	  per	  pupil	  spending	  data	  was	  collected	  from	  the	  Annual	  Surveys	  of	  Local	  Government	  Finances	  -­‐	  School	  Systems	  1978-­‐1994.	  It	  was	  coded	  in	  dollars	  ($).	  
Neighboring	  State	  Diffusion.	  States	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  if	  their	  neighbors	  have	  already	  adopted	  the	  policy.	  This	  diffusion	  variable	  hypothesizes	  that	  states	  will	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  if	  their	  neighbors	  have	  already	  adopted	  the	  policy	  and	  will	  be	  measured	  by	  defining	  a	  neighboring	  state	  as	  one	  who	  shares	  a	  border	  (Berry	  and	  Berry	  1990).	  The	  neighbor-­‐state	  model	  of	  diffusion	  was	  chosen	  over	  other	  models	  based	  on	  the	  preponderance	  of	  this	  model	  in	  the	  literature.	  Diffusion	  was	  measured	  by	  defining	  a	  neighboring	  state	  as	  one	  who	  shares	  a	  border	  and	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counted	  the	  number	  of	  bordering	  states	  who	  have	  adopted	  the	  policy	  the	  year	  before	  the	  state	  in	  question	  adopted	  the	  policy	  (Berry	  and	  Berry	  1990).	  For	  this	  research	  this	  variable	  was	  coded	  as	  a	  0	  or	  1.	  
Summary	  	   This	  chapter	  described	  the	  research	  design	  that	  was	  used	  in	  this	  dissertation	  to	  identify	  state	  conditions/characteristics	  that	  would	  potentially	  influence	  the	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  The	  research	  questions	  were	  presented	  and	  EHA	  was	  defined	  and	  explained	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  this	  particular	  study	  including	  the	  selection	  of	  the	  Cox	  proportional	  hazards	  model	  for	  analysis.	  Lastly,	  outcome	  and	  predictor	  variables	  along	  with	  hypotheses,	  and	  data	  sources	  were	  introduced	  and	  discussed.	  Chapter	  4	  presents	  the	  descriptive	  and	  quantitative	  results	  of	  the	  analysis.	  Chapter	  5	  presents	  the	  content	  of	  seven	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  used	  in	  the	  research.	  Chapter	  6	  discusses	  the	  findings	  from	  the	  analysis	  in	  chapter	  4	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  used	  in	  this	  dissertation,	  the	  content	  of	  individual	  policies	  described	  in	  chapter	  5,	  and	  implications	  and	  suggestions	  for	  future	  research.	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Chapter	  4:	  Results	  	   The	  purpose	  of	  this	  dissertation	  was	  to	  analyze	  state	  factors	  contributing	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  in	  the	  states	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  Two	  research	  questions	  guided	  this	  dissertation:	  	  1. Do	  states	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum?	  2. If	  they	  do	  adopt,	  what	  factors	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  at	  the	  state	  level	  between	  1977-­‐1994?	  Regarding	  the	  first	  research	  question,	  states—generally—are	  not	  adopting	  statewide	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum.	  As	  seen	  in	  Table	  4.2,	  only	  10	  states	  were	  verified	  to	  have	  adopted	  such	  a	  policy	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  The	  10	  states	  used	  in	  this	  analysis	  differ	  from	  the	  18	  states	  cited	  by	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  because	  in	  eight	  states	  (Arizona,	  Arkansas,	  Connecticut,	  Kansas,	  Maine,	  New	  York,	  Ohio,	  and	  Texas)	  there	  was	  no	  existing	  proof	  that	  a	  statewide	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  relating	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum	  was,	  in	  fact,	  ever	  formally	  approved.	  However,	  EHA	  can	  still	  be	  useful	  to	  help	  address	  the	  second	  research	  question.	  Prior	  research	  has	  recognized	  that	  the	  study	  of	  state	  innovations	  is	  “almost	  always	  attempting	  to	  explain	  rare	  events”	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  1990,	  411).	  Furthermore,	  there	  are	  numerous	  examples	  of	  EHA	  still	  predicting	  and	  explaining	  state	  innovations,	  even	  when	  the	  event	  being	  studied	  rarely	  occurs	  (see	  Berry	  &	  Berry	  1990;	  Colvin	  2006;	  Sponsler	  2011).	  This	  dissertation	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  prior	  research	  as	  the	  results	  indicated	  that	  both	  education	  funding	  and	  neighboring	  diffusion	  influence	  the	  likelihood	  of	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  Results	  did	  not	  support	  the	  hypotheses	  that	  specific	  demographic	  and	  political	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conditions	  within	  states	  were	  related	  to	  the	  probability	  that	  states	  would	  adopt	  the	  policy.	  	   This	  chapter	  begins	  by	  discussing	  descriptive	  statistics,	  including	  means	  and	  standard	  deviations	  for	  each	  variable	  in	  both	  the	  first	  and	  final	  years	  of	  analysis,	  as	  well	  as	  graphs	  and	  life	  tables	  of	  the	  Kaplan-­‐Meier	  survivor	  function	  and	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  cumulative	  hazard	  function	  (see	  chapter	  3).	  The	  results	  from	  the	  Cox	  proportional	  hazard	  models	  used	  to	  answer	  the	  second	  research	  question	  are	  then	  presented.	  Lastly,	  the	  findings	  and	  discussion	  are	  also	  presented	  using	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  as	  a	  guide.	  
Descriptive	  Statistics	  Table	  4.1	  presents	  descriptive	  statistics	  for	  the	  dependent	  and	  independent	  variables	  used	  in	  this	  analysis.	  Descriptive	  statistics	  are	  reported	  for	  the	  first	  year	  (1978)	  and	  the	  final	  year	  (1994)	  of	  observation	  across	  all	  50	  states.	  	  
Table	  4.1	  
	   	   	   	  Means	  and	  Standard	  Deviations	  for	  Variables	  in	  Analysis	  (N=50)	   	  	   	  	  
	  
%	   Mean	  (SE)	   %	   Mean	  (SE)	  
Variable	   1978	   1994	  
State	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  
education	  policy	  (event)	   	   0.02	  (0.02)	  
	  
0.00	  (0.00	  
Minority	  population	   	   14.81	  (1.78)	  
	  
18.99	  (1.91)	  
Urban	  population	   	   66.07	  (2.03)	   	  
68.18	  (2.07)	  
State	  citizen	  ideology	   	   39.10	  (2.09)	  
	  
44.96	  (1.87)	  
State	  government	  ideology	   	   45.21	  (2.58)	   	  
51.10	  (3.12)	  
Elected	  SBE	   18.00	  
	  
18.00	  
	  Appointed	  SBE	   70.00	  
	  
70.00	  
	  Education	  funding	   	   1700.36	  (56.33)	  
	  
5240.82	  (170.55)	  
Diffusion	  (neighboring)	   	  	   0.00	  (0.00)	   	  	   0.00	  (0.00)	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The	  table	  shows	  the	  following:	  
• Minority	  population:	  From	  1978	  to	  1994	  the	  minority	  population	  increased	  from	  14.81%	  to	  18.99%.	  This	  observed	  increase	  is	  in	  line	  with	  expectations.	  Although	  the	  minority	  population	  increased	  in	  the	  aggregate,	  there	  was	  considerable	  variation	  observed	  across	  individual	  states.	  For	  example,	  in	  California,	  the	  minority	  population	  accounted	  for	  23.7%	  of	  the	  population	  in	  1978	  and	  42.3%	  in	  1994,	  while	  the	  minority	  population	  in	  Vermont	  saw	  minimal	  change	  during	  the	  same	  time	  frames	  (0.8%	  to	  1.9%).	  
• Urban	  population:	  The	  mean	  value	  for	  urban	  population	  increased	  as	  well,	  moving	  from	  66.07%	  to	  68.18%.	  Like	  the	  minority	  population	  increase,	  this	  small	  change	  was	  in	  line	  with	  expectations.	  
• State	  citizen	  ideology:	  The	  mean	  value	  for	  state	  citizen	  ideology	  increased	  from	  39.10	  to	  44.96.	  As	  a	  review,	  this	  index	  is	  a	  conservative-­‐liberal	  continuum	  with	  a	  score	  of	  zero	  being	  most	  conservative	  and	  a	  score	  of	  100	  being	  most	  liberal	  (Berry	  et	  al,	  1998).	  In	  other	  words,	  states	  were	  slightly	  more	  liberal	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  observation	  period,	  but	  still	  below	  the	  midpoint	  of	  the	  scale.	  
• State	  government	  ideology:	  The	  mean	  value	  for	  state	  government	  ideology	  also	  increased	  from	  45.2	  to	  51.1	  on	  the	  conservative-­‐liberal	  continuum,	  again	  indicating	  that	  state	  governments	  were	  slightly	  more	  liberal	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  observation	  period	  and	  just	  over	  the	  midpoint	  of	  the	  scale.	  
• Elected	  School	  Boards	  of	  Education:	  The	  percentage	  for	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education	  did	  not	  change	  during	  the	  observation	  period.	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Furthermore,	  as	  this	  variable	  is	  categorical	  the	  percentage	  of	  states	  with	  an	  elected	  board	  of	  education	  was	  18	  percent.	  
• Appointed	  School	  Boards	  of	  Education:	  The	  percentage	  for	  appointed	  school	  boards	  of	  education	  did	  not	  change	  during	  the	  observation	  period.	  This	  variable	  is	  also	  categorical;	  therefore	  the	  percentage	  of	  states	  with	  an	  appointed	  board	  of	  education	  was	  70	  percent.	  
• Education	  funding:	  The	  mean	  per	  pupil	  spending	  increased	  three-­‐fold	  during	  the	  observation	  period,	  increasing	  from	  $1700.36	  in	  1978	  to	  $5240.82	  in	  1994.	  
• Diffusion:	  By	  1994	  the	  policy	  had	  not	  diffused	  widely	  as	  only	  10	  states	  had	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  as	  defined	  in	  chapter	  3.	  As	  such,	  states	  had	  on	  average	  less	  than	  one	  continuously	  neighboring	  state	  that	  had	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  
Preestimation	  Results	  In	  addition	  to	  descriptive	  statistics	  of	  the	  eight-­‐predictor	  variables,	  preestimation	  results	  also	  help	  describe	  the	  data	  in	  this	  research.	  These	  preestimation	  results	  include	  survivor	  function,	  hazard	  rate,	  and	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate.	  Over	  the	  period	  of	  time	  being	  analyzed,	  these	  measures	  describe	  the	  process	  of	  policy	  adoption	  being	  modeled.	  The	  survivor	  function	  represents	  the	  probability	  that	  a	  state	  will	  survive	  or	  remain	  at	  risk	  of	  adopting	  (the	  risk	  set)	  a	  policy	  at	  a	  particular	  point	  in	  time.	  It	  is	  calculated	  as	  a	  ratio	  of	  states	  that	  have	  survived	  or	  not	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  over	  the	  total	  number	  of	  states	  that	  were	  at	  risk	  in	  a	  particular	  year.	  “Total	  probability	  of	  survival	  till	  that	  time	  interval	  is	  [then]	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calculated	  by	  multiplying	  all	  the	  probabilities	  of	  survival	  at	  all	  time	  intervals	  preceding	  that	  time	  (by	  applying	  law	  of	  multiplication	  of	  probability	  to	  calculate	  cumulative	  probability)”	  (Goel,	  Khanna,	  &	  Kishore	  2010,	  275).	  The	  hazard	  rate	  represents	  the	  probability	  that	  a	  state	  will	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  a	  particular	  year,	  given	  that	  the	  state	  is	  still	  at	  risk	  of	  adopting	  the	  policy.	  Lastly,	  the	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate	  estimates	  the	  cumulative	  rate	  of	  change	  in	  the	  probability	  that	  a	  state	  will	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  a	  specific	  year	  for	  those	  states	  that	  have	  not	  already	  adopted	  such	  a	  policy.	  Table	  4.2	  presents	  the	  Kaplan-­‐Meier	  survivor	  function	  and	  the	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate	  (see	  chapter	  3),	  along	  with	  the	  data	  for	  individual	  state	  adoptions	  of	  the	  policy	  and	  its	  effect	  on	  the	  risk	  set.	  
Table	  4.2	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  States	  Adopting	  a	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policy,	  Size	  of	  the	  Risk	  Set,	  Kaplan-­‐	  Meier	  
Survivor	  Function,	  and	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  Cumulative	  Hazard	  Rate,	  by	  Year	  	  
Year	   States	  adopting	  
Number	  of	  
adoptions	  
Cumulative	  
adoptions	  
Risk	  
set	  
Survivor	  
function	  
Cumulative	  
hazard	  
1978	   IA	   1	   1	   50	   0.999	   0.0012	  
1979	   	   0	   1	   49	   0.999	   0.0012	  
1980	   	   0	   1	   49	   0.999	   0.0012	  
1981	   	   0	   1	   49	   0.999	   0.0012	  
1982	   WA	   1	   2	   48	   0.997	   0.0027	  
1983	   	   0	   2	   48	   0.997	   0.0027	  
1984	   	   0	   2	   48	   0.997	   0.0027	  
1985	   	   0	   2	   48	   0.997	   0.0027	  
1986	   	   0	   2	   48	   0.997	   0.0027	  
1987	   	   0	   2	   48	   0.997	   0.0027	  
1988	   MN	   1	   3	   47	   0.994	   0.0056	  
1989	   	   0	   3	   47	   0.994	   0.0056	  
1990	   DE	   1	   4	   46	   0.991	   0.0096	  
1991	   OK	   1	   5	   45	   0.986	   0.0146	  
1992	   KY,	  NE	   2	   7	   43	   0.972	   0.0279	  
1993	   MD,	  MI,	  NJ	   3	   10	   40	   0.943	   0.0579	  
1994	   	  	   0	   10	   40	   0.943	   0.0579	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   Table	  4.2	  illustrates	  the	  spread	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  during	  the	  observation	  period	  of	  this	  research.	  In	  1978	  there	  were	  50	  states	  in	  the	  risk	  set.	  Over	  the	  next	  17	  years,	  the	  risk	  set	  decreased	  as	  states	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  In	  1992,	  for	  example,	  two	  states	  adopted	  the	  policy,	  leaving	  43	  states	  that	  had	  not	  adopted	  the	  policy	  in	  1993;	  these	  43	  states	  were	  therefore	  still	  at	  risk	  of	  adoption.	  	  	   A	  graphical	  representation	  of	  the	  estimated	  survivor	  function	  is	  seen	  in	  Figure	  4.1.	  This	  graph	  demonstrates	  that	  as	  time	  from	  the	  first	  observation	  increased,	  the	  greater	  the	  probability	  that	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  a	  similar	  policy.	  
Figure	  4.1.	  Survivor	  function:	  Adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  
	  	   Figure	  4.2	  provides	  a	  graphical	  representation	  of	  the	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate.	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  this	  estimates	  the	  cumulative	  rate	  of	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change	  in	  the	  probability	  that	  a	  state	  will	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  a	  specific	  year	  for	  those	  states	  that	  have	  not	  already	  adopted	  such	  a	  policy.	  
	  
Figure	  4.2.	  Nelson-­‐Aalen	  cumulative	  hazard	  estimate	  
	  	   	  Additionally,	  Table	  4.2	  illustrates	  that	  the	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate	  more	  than	  doubled	  in	  1993	  as	  a	  result	  of	  four	  states	  adopting	  the	  policy.	  At	  the	  end	  of	  1994,	  the	  cumulative	  hazard	  rate	  had	  reached	  0.057	  indicating	  that	  a	  state	  that	  had	  not	  already	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  as	  of	  1994	  was	  nearly	  6%	  more	  likely	  to	  do	  so	  than	  in	  year	  1978.	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Cox	  Models	  Coefficients	  were	  estimated	  for	  four	  Cox	  proportional	  hazard	  model	  specifications.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  coefficients	  in	  the	  Cox	  proportional	  hazard	  model	  are	  the	  effects	  of	  a	  variable	  on	  the	  log	  odds	  of	  the	  event	  occurring	  (Wong	  &	  Shen	  2002).	  Separate	  models	  were	  specified	  for	  each	  set	  of	  predictor	  variables	  based	  on	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  used	  for	  this	  research.	  The	  first	  model	  contained	  those	  variables	  hypothesized	  to	  provide	  motivation	  for	  states	  to	  innovate;	  the	  second	  model	  included	  those	  variables	  hypothesized	  to	  create	  obstacles	  to	  innovations;	  and	  the	  third	  model	  included	  those	  variables	  that	  indicate	  resources	  to	  overcome	  the	  obstacles	  to	  innovation.	  Finally,	  a	  fully	  specified	  model	  was	  estimated	  with	  all	  variables	  included.	  The	  results	  of	  the	  four	  Cox	  models	  are	  showed	  in	  Table	  4.3.	  
• Model	  1,	  variables	  hypothesized	  to	  motivate:	  Two	  variables	  were	  included	  in	  this	  model—minority	  population	  and	  urban	  population—and	  neither	  was	  statistically	  significant.	  
• Model	  2,	  variables	  hypothesized	  to	  create	  obstacles:	  This	  model	  included	  four	  variables	  (state	  citizen	  ideology,	  state	  government	  ideology,	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education,	  and	  appointed	  school	  boards	  of	  education),	  all	  of	  which	  were	  not	  statistically	  significant.	  
• Model	  3,	  variables	  hypothesized	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles:	  This	  model	  included	  two	  variables.	  The	  first	  variable—education	  funding—as	  measured	  by	  state	  per-­‐pupil	  funding	  averages,	  was	  not	  statistically	  significant.	  The	  second	  variable	  diffusion	  was	  statistically	  significant	  (p	  <	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.001).	  The	  coefficient	  for	  this	  variable	  was	  4.77,	  with	  a	  standard	  error	  of	  0.83,	  indicating	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  that	  did	  not	  include	  0.	  The	  confidence	  interval	  not	  containing	  0	  is	  important	  to	  this	  research,	  Lane	  (2013)	  explains,	  “if	  a	  statistic	  is	  significantly	  different	  from	  0	  at	  the	  0.05	  level,	  then	  the	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  will	  not	  contain	  0”	  (368).	  Additionally,	  “whenever	  an	  effect	  is	  significant,	  all	  values	  in	  the	  confidence	  interval	  will	  be	  on	  the	  same	  side	  of	  zero	  (either	  all	  positive	  or	  all	  negative).	  Therefore,	  a	  significant	  finding	  allows	  the	  researcher	  to	  specify	  the	  direction	  of	  the	  effect”	  (Lane	  2013,	  368).	  
Table	  4.3	  
	   	   	   	  Results	  from	  Cox	  Proportional	  Hazard	  Model	  of	  State	  Adoption	  of	  
Multicultural	  Education	  Policy	  (N	  =	  50)	  	  
	   Coefficient	  (SE)	  
Variable	   Model	  1	   Model	  2	   Model	  3	   Model	  4	  
Minority	  population	   -­‐0.05	  (0.4)	   	   	  
-­‐0.08	  
(0.06)	  
Urban	  population	   0.03	  (0.03)	   	   	  
0.04	  
(0.04)	  
State	  citizen	  ideology	   	  
0.04	  
(0.03)	   	  
0.03	  
(0.04)	  
State	  government	  ideology	   	  
-­‐0.01	  
(0.02)	   	  
-­‐0.02	  
(0.02)	  
Elected	  SBE	   	  
-­‐0.28	  
(1.00)	   	  
-­‐2.67	  
(1.46)	  
Appointed	  SBE	   	  
-­‐0.84	  
(0.83)	   	  
-­‐0.31	  
(1.06)	  
Education	  funding	   	   	  
-­‐0.00	  
(0.00)	  
-­‐0.00*	  
(0.00)	  
Diffusion	  (neighboring)	   	   	  
4.77***	  
(0.83)	  
6.19***	  
(1.36)	  
Log	  likelihood	   -­‐52.59	   -­‐52.16	   -­‐39.31	   -­‐35.45	  
Bayesian	  information	  criterion	   118.68	   131.31	   92.10	   124.86	  
Degrees	  of	  freedom	   2	   4	   2	   8	  
*Significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  .05	  level.	  **Significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  .01	  level.	  
***Significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  .001	  level.	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• Model	  4,	  fully	  specified	  model:	  When	  all	  predictor	  variables	  were	  included,	  only	  education	  funding	  and	  diffusion	  was	  statistically	  significant.	  Education	  funding	  was	  statistically	  significant	  (p	  <	  .05)	  and	  the	  coefficient	  for	  this	  variable	  was	  -­‐0.00,	  with	  a	  standard	  error	  of	  0.00,	  indicating	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  that	  did	  not	  include	  0.	  Diffusion	  was	  also	  statistically	  significant	  (p	  <	  .001)	  and	  the	  coefficient	  for	  diffusion	  was	  6.19,	  with	  a	  standard	  error	  of	  1.36,	  indicating	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  that	  did	  not	  include	  0.	  
Identification	  of	  the	  Model	  Best	  Fit	  The	  Bayesian	  information	  criterion	  (BIC)	  scores	  for	  each	  model	  were	  interpreted	  to	  select	  the	  model	  best	  fit	  to	  the	  data.	  BIC	  scores	  are	  based	  on	  the	  Bayes	  factor,	  which	  “is	  the	  ratio	  of	  the	  marginal	  likelihoods	  under	  the	  two	  competing	  models”	  (Raftery	  1996,	  3).	  Raftery	  (1996)	  uses	  the	  following	  scale	  to	  interpret	  the	  Bayes	  factor:	  <	  1	  =	  Negative,	  1	  to	  3	  =	  barely	  worth	  mentioning,	  3	  to	  12	  =	  Positive,	  12	  to	  150	  =	  Strong,	  and	  >	  150	  =	  Very	  Strong	  (4).	  In	  order	  select	  the	  model	  best	  fit	  to	  the	  data	  the	  Stata	  command	  estat	  was	  used	  to	  generate	  a	  BIC	  score.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  4.3,	  the	  BIC	  score	  for	  Model	  1	  was	  118.68;	  Model	  2	  was	  131.31;	  Model	  3	  was	  92.10;	  and	  Model	  4	  was	  124.86.	  	  According	  to	  Raftery’s	  (1996)	  scale,	  all	  four	  BIC	  scores	  would	  be	  interpreted	  as	  strong	  for	  model	  selection	  purposes.	  Generally,	  the	  higher	  the	  BIC	  score,	  the	  stronger	  the	  model	  fit.	  However,	  using	  Raftery’s	  (1996)	  guidelines	  there	  is	  positive	  evidence	  for	  preferring	  Model	  4	  over	  Model	  2	  as	  Model	  4	  is	  a	  fully	  specified	  model	  (4).	  Specifically,	  Raftery	  explained	  that	  when	  choosing	  a	  model	  the	  first	  option	  is	  to	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select	  the	  model	  with	  the	  highest	  BIC.	  Nevertheless,	  “the	  purpose	  of	  choosing	  a	  model	  needs	  to	  be	  kept	  in	  mind”	  (4).	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  purpose	  in	  choosing	  a	  model	  in	  this	  dissertation	  is	  to	  choose	  the	  model	  that	  will	  provide	  the	  greatest	  estimation	  or	  prediction	  for	  state	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  Therefore,	  the	  results	  of	  Model	  4	  were	  used	  to	  test	  the	  hypotheses	  for	  state	  conditions	  presumed	  to	  influence	  the	  likelihood	  of	  state	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  as	  this	  model	  provided	  greater	  prediction	  than	  Model	  2,	  which	  had	  the	  higher	  BIC	  score.	  
Results	  for	  the	  Selected	  Cox	  Model	  	   The	  results	  from	  the	  fully	  specified	  Cox	  model	  selected	  to	  present	  this	  study’s	  findings	  are	  found	  in	  Table	  4.4.	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  results	  of	  the	  demographic	  and	  political	  variables	  were	  not	  statistically	  significant,	  whereas	  the	  variables	  measuring	  education	  funding	  and	  diffusion	  to	  neighboring	  states	  were	  statistically	  significant.	  	  The	  study’s	  conceptual	  framework	  is	  used	  to	  present	  the	  results.	  	  
Table	  4.4	  
	   	  Results	  from	  Cox	  Proportional	  Hazard	  Model	  4	  of	  State	  Adoption	  of	  Multicultural	  
Education	  Policy	  (N	  =	  50)	  with	  95%	  Confidence	  Intervals	  	  
Variable	   Coefficient	  (SE)	   95%	  conf.	  interval	  
Minority	  population	   -­‐0.08	  (0.06)	   [-­‐0.19,	  0.24]	  
Urban	  population	   0.04	  (0.04)	   [-­‐0.04,	  0.11]	  
State	  citizen	  ideology	   0.03	  (0.04)	   [-­‐0.06,	  0.11]	  
State	  government	  ideology	   -­‐0.02	  (0.02)	   [-­‐0.06,	  0.02]	  
Elected	  SBE	   -­‐2.67	  (1.46)	   [-­‐5.54,	  0.19]	  
Appointed	  SBE	   -­‐0.31	  (1.06)	   [-­‐2.39,	  1.77]	  
Education	  funding	   -­‐0.00*	  (0.00)	   [-­‐0.00,	  -­‐0.00]	  
Diffusion	  (neighboring)	   6.19***	  (1.36)	   [3.52,	  8.85]	  
*Significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  .05	  level.	  **Significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  .01	  level.	  ***Significant	  at	  
the	  p	  <	  .001	  level.	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Conditions	  Hypothesized	  to	  Motivate	  Innovation	  	   Two	  variables	  were	  hypothesized	  to	  increase	  state	  motivation	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  minority	  population	  and	  urban	  population.	  	   Minority	  population.	  It	  was	  hypothesized	  that	  larger	  minority	  populations	  would	  motivate	  states	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  However	  the	  coefficient	  for	  the	  minority	  population	  variable	  measuring	  the	  percentage	  of	  a	  state’s	  population	  that	  identify	  as	  a	  minority	  was	  negative	  (-­‐0.08)	  with	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  that	  included	  0	  (see	  Table	  4.4).	  This	  was	  surprising	  as	  it	  was	  expected	  that	  larger	  minority	  populations	  would	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  Specifically,	  it	  was	  expected	  that	  both	  Southern	  states	  and	  Southwestern	  states	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  the	  policy	  as	  they	  have	  significant	  populations	  of	  African	  American	  and	  Hispanics	  respectively.	  Regardless,	  results	  for	  the	  minority	  population	  variable	  were	  not	  statistically	  significant	  and	  did	  not	  support	  Hypothesis	  m1.	  	   Urban	  population.	  Results	  for	  the	  urban	  population	  variable—as	  seen	  in	  Table	  4.4—were	  positive	  (0.04)	  with	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  that	  included	  0.	  As	  such,	  it	  was	  not	  significant	  and	  rejected	  Hypothesis	  m2.	  
Conditions	  Hypothesized	  for	  Obstacles	  to	  Innovation	  	   Four	  state	  political	  conditions	  were	  hypothesized	  to	  present	  obstacles	  to	  state	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  state	  citizen	  ideology,	  state	  government	  ideology,	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education,	  and	  appointed	  school	  boards	  of	  education.	  As	  reported	  in	  Table	  4.4,	  all	  four	  variables’	  95%	  confidence	  intervals	  included	  0.	  As	  such,	  these	  results	  did	  not	  support	  Hypotheses	  ob1,	  ob2,	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ob3,	  and	  ob4.	  	  
	   Although	  not	  statistically	  significant	  based	  on	  the	  parameters	  set	  for	  this	  study,	  the	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education	  variable	  indicated	  a	  negative	  influence	  at	  the	  p	  >	  .10	  level	  (see	  Table	  4.4).	  This	  research	  hypothesized	  that	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education	  would	  have	  a	  negative	  affect	  on	  the	  likelihood	  that	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  This	  result	  would	  indicate	  that	  if	  a	  state	  has	  an	  elected	  school	  board	  of	  education	  that	  they	  would	  be	  less	  likely	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  
Conditions	  Expected	  to	  Overcome	  Obstacles	  
	   Finally,	  two	  variables	  were	  hypothesized	  to	  provide	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles	  to	  state	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  education	  funding	  and	  neighboring	  diffusion.	  
	   Education	  funding.	  Results	  did	  not	  support	  Hypothesis	  r1,	  which	  posited	  that	  higher	  education	  funding	  (average	  per	  pupil	  spending)	  would	  increase	  the	  likelihood	  of	  states	  adopting	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  Instead	  the	  results	  indicated	  a	  slightly	  negative	  influence.	  As	  reported	  on	  Table	  4.4,	  the	  rounded	  coefficient	  for	  the	  education	  funding	  variable	  was	  -­‐0.00	  with	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  bounded	  by	  -­‐0.00	  and	  -­‐0.00	  indicating	  that	  the	  variable	  was	  statistically	  significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  0.05	  level	  as	  the	  confidence	  interval	  did	  not	  include	  0.	  
Diffusion.	  Results	  on	  Table	  4.4	  indicated	  that	  having	  a	  neighboring	  state	  with	  an	  adopted	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  increases	  the	  probability	  of	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adoption.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  higher	  the	  positive	  coefficient,	  the	  greater	  the	  likelihood	  of	  adoption.	  The	  coefficient	  for	  the	  neighboring	  diffusion	  variable	  was	  6.19	  with	  a	  95%	  confidence	  interval	  bounded	  by	  3.06	  and	  8.04	  indicating	  that	  the	  variable	  was	  statistically	  significant	  at	  the	  p	  <	  0.001	  level	  as	  the	  confidence	  interval	  did	  not	  include	  0.	  This	  result	  does	  support	  Hypothesis	  r2,	  which	  posited	  that	  diffusion	  pressures	  from	  neighboring	  states	  would	  be	  a	  positive	  influence	  on	  adoption.	  
Summary	  	   The	  results	  described	  in	  this	  chapter	  indicate	  that	  first:	  not	  many	  states	  are	  adopting	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum;	  and	  second:	  of	  the	  eight	  variables	  or	  state	  conditions	  presumed	  to	  influence	  the	  likelihood	  of	  a	  state	  adopting	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  only	  education	  funding	  and	  diffusion	  were	  statistically	  significant.	  Table	  4.5	  summarizes	  the	  significance	  of	  each	  variable	  and	  the	  direction	  of	  effects—both	  expected	  and	  actual—included	  in	  the	  final	  analysis.	  The	  implications	  of	  these	  findings	  are	  discussed	  in	  chapter	  6	  of	  this	  dissertation.	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Table	  4.5	  
	   	   	  Summary	  of	  Findings,	  by	  Covariate,	  Including	  Expected	  and	  Actual	  Effects	  on	  Policy	  
Adoption	  	  
	   	  
Direction	  of	  effect	  
Variable	   Findings	  for	  Model	  4	   Expected	   Actual	  
Minority	  population	   Nonsignificant	   +	   -­‐	  
Urban	  population	   Nonsignificant	   +	   +	  
State	  citizen	  ideology	   Nonsignificant	   +	   +	  
State	  government	  ideology	   Nonsignificant	   +	   -­‐	  
Elected	  SBE	   Nonsignificant	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
Appointed	  SBE	   Nonsignificant	   +	   -­‐	  
Education	  funding	   Significant	   +	   -­‐	  
Diffusion	  (neighboring)	   Significant	   +	   +	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Chapter	  5:	  State	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policies	  	   This	  chapter	  reviews	  the	  specifics	  of	  several	  of	  the	  individual	  state	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  As	  discussed	  previously,	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  found	  that	  only	  18	  states	  had	  enacted	  and/or	  adopted	  legislated—either	  through	  state	  legislatures	  or	  state	  boards	  of	  education—multicultural	  education	  policies	  dealing	  with	  curriculum,	  which	  includes	  four	  states	  that	  had	  adopted	  curricular	  policies	  related	  to	  cultural	  diversity	  (52-­‐53).	  Of	  these	  18	  states,	  I	  was	  able	  to	  verify	  10	  of	  them	  as	  having	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  regarding	  curriculum	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  research:	  Delaware,	  Iowa,	  Kentucky,	  Maryland,	  Michigan,	  Minnesota,	  Nebraska,	  New	  Jersey,	  Oklahoma,	  and	  Washington.	  This	  chapter	  will	  analyze	  the	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  content	  from	  seven	  of	  these	  10	  states—in	  order	  of	  adoption:	  Iowa,	  Washington,	  Minnesota,	  Oklahoma,	  Nebraska,	  Maryland,	  and	  New	  Jersey.	  
Iowa	  	   Iowa	  passed	  a	  law	  in	  1978	  that	  required	  each	  school	  district	  to	  adopt	  a	  plan	  to	  provide	  a	  multicultural,	  nonsexist	  approach	  to	  education	  (Gollnick	  1995,	  53,	  56).	  This	  law	  was	  further	  implemented	  by	  the	  Iowa	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  was	  detailed	  three	  sections	  of	  the	  Iowa	  School	  Standards	  (Iowa	  1989,	  8).	  The	  first	  section—281-­‐12.1(1)—required	  school	  district	  plans	  to	  provide	  “equal	  opportunity	  in	  programs…to	  all	  students	  regardless	  of	  race,	  national	  origin,	  sex,	  or	  disability”	  and	  that	  districts	  must	  collect	  data	  on	  the	  above	  categories,	  which	  were	  to	  be	  updated	  and	  reviewed	  annually	  (Iowa	  1989,	  8).	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   The	  second	  section	  of	  the	  Iowa	  School	  Standards—281-­‐12.3—required	  school	  districts	  to	  recognize	  to	  potential	  “disparate	  impact	  on	  students	  by	  virtue	  of	  race,	  sex,	  disability,	  or	  nation	  origin”	  when	  creating	  and	  implementing	  student	  responsibility	  and	  discipline	  policies	  (Iowa	  1989,	  8).	  The	  third	  and	  last	  section	  of	  the	  Iowa	  School	  Standards—281.12.5(8)—required	  the	  when	  creating	  and	  revising	  the	  school	  districts	  plan	  “parents,	  students,	  instructional	  and	  non-­‐instructional	  staff,	  and	  community	  members	  shall	  be	  involved”;	  furthermore,	  these	  plans	  must	  be	  evaluated	  and	  updated	  every	  five	  years.	  The	  plans	  must	  specifically	  include	  both	  multicultural	  and	  nonsexist	  approaches.	  	  Multicultural	  approaches	  must	  contain	  a	  special	  emphasis	  on	  “Asian	  Americans,	  Black	  Americans,	  Hispanic	  Americans,	  American	  Indians,	  and	  the	  handicapped”;	  while	  nonsexist	  approaches	  must	  “foster	  [a]	  knowledge	  of,	  and	  respect	  and	  appreciation	  for,	  the	  historical	  and	  contemporary	  contributions	  of	  men	  and	  women	  in	  society”.	  Lastly,	  this	  section	  requires	  school	  districts	  to	  document	  their	  goals	  and	  objectives,	  implementation	  timelines,	  planned	  in-­‐service	  activities	  for	  all	  faculty	  and	  staff,	  inclusion	  of	  various	  minority	  groups	  and	  women	  in	  the	  development	  of	  the	  plan,	  and	  a	  description	  of	  how	  the	  plan	  would	  be	  monitored	  and	  evaluated	  (Iowa	  1989,	  8-­‐9).	  
Washington	  	   In	  1982	  Washington’s	  Superintendent	  of	  Public	  Instruction	  issued	  Bulletin	  No.	  5-­‐82,	  which	  was	  titled	  Implementation	  of	  Multicultural	  Education	  (Washington	  1982).	  Bulletin	  5-­‐82	  explained	  the	  background	  for	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  was	  based	  on	  “the	  Washington	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  the	  Washington	  State	  Human	  Rights	  Commission	  adopt[ing]	  joint	  policy	  statements	  addressing	  this	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concern	  in	  April,	  1970	  and	  November,	  1973.	  These	  two	  Joint	  Policy	  Statements	  were	  revised	  and	  reaffirmed	  in	  January,	  1979”	  (Washington	  1982,	  12).	  The	  bulletin	  contained	  seven	  pages.	  The	  first	  part	  of	  the	  document	  explained	  the	  need,	  background,	  and	  definitions	  related	  to	  multicultural	  education.	  The	  latter	  part	  of	  the	  document	  contained	  three	  sections,	  which	  detailed	  desired	  multicultural	  education	  program	  characteristics,	  school	  district	  implementation,	  and	  technical	  assistance.	  	   The	  first	  section—program	  characteristics—contained	  six	  descriptions:	  1)	  teacher	  education	  programs	  should	  address	  concepts	  of	  “racism,	  sexism,	  prejudice,	  discrimination,	  oppression,	  powerlessness,	  power,	  inequality,	  equality,	  patronization	  and	  stereotypes”	  along	  with	  being	  aware	  of	  multicultural	  concepts	  that	  address	  ethnic,	  minority,	  women	  and	  human	  relations	  studies;	  2)	  multicultural	  education	  should	  not	  only	  focus	  on	  teaching	  content	  but	  include	  learning	  how	  to	  investigate	  racism	  and	  oppression	  as	  experienced	  by	  various	  groups;	  3)	  multicultural	  education	  needs	  to	  include	  learning	  about	  all	  groups,	  include	  white	  people	  who	  fought	  against	  racism	  and	  oppression	  along	  with	  their	  minority	  counterparts;	  4)	  programs	  must	  include	  an	  appreciation	  for	  differences	  rather	  than	  focus	  on	  homogenizing	  all	  groups;	  5)	  educators	  need	  to	  acquire	  the	  same	  skills	  in	  order	  to	  successfully	  model	  multicultural	  skills	  to	  their	  students;	  and	  6)	  recognize	  that	  there	  are	  many	  ways	  to	  implement	  multicultural	  education	  and	  that	  all	  disciplines	  can	  benefit,	  not	  just	  social	  studies	  (	  Washington	  1982,	  3-­‐4).	  	   The	  second	  section—school	  district	  implementation	  of	  multicultural	  education—contained	  two	  parts:	  1)	  explains	  the	  steps	  school	  districts	  can	  take	  to	  “make	  multicultural	  education	  a	  reality”	  such	  as	  defining	  what	  multicultural	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education	  is	  along	  with	  goals	  and	  objectives;	  and	  2)	  advises	  that	  various	  publications	  will	  be	  made	  available	  to	  school	  districts	  to	  provide	  to	  assist	  in	  their	  implementation	  (Washington	  1982,	  4).	  	   The	  third	  and	  final	  section—technical	  assistance—also	  contains	  two	  parts	  with	  limited	  information:	  1)	  advises	  “technical	  assistance	  is	  available	  from	  a	  variety	  of	  agencies	  and	  organizations”	  and	  2)	  suggests	  area	  where	  technical	  assistance	  may	  be	  required	  to	  meet	  the	  individual	  needs	  of	  each	  school	  district/community	  such	  as	  parental	  involvement,	  staff	  development,	  program	  planning	  and	  evaluation,	  and	  program	  administration	  (Washington	  1982,	  4).	  
Minnesota	  	   Minnesota’s	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  was	  also	  enacted	  by	  a	  state	  board	  of	  education.	  In	  1988,	  Minnesota’s	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  adopted	  M.R.	  3500.0550,	  The	  Multicultural	  and	  Gender	  Fair	  Curriculum	  Rule	  and	  this	  policy	  went	  into	  effect	  in	  1990	  (Stout	  &	  Stevens	  2000,	  344).	  This	  diversity	  rule	  contained	  three	  parts:	  establishment	  of	  a	  plan;	  specifications	  for	  the	  plan;	  filing,	  reports,	  review,	  and	  revision.	  The	  first	  part—establishment	  of	  a	  plan—required	  each	  school	  board	  to	  adopt	  a	  written	  plan	  that	  assured	  a	  curriculum	  was	  developed	  covering	  three	  distinct	  areas	  of	  focus:	  1)	  cultural	  diversity	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  specifically	  addressing	  “American	  Indians/Alaskan	  natives,	  Asian	  American/Pacific	  Islanders,	  Black	  Americans,	  and	  Hispanic	  Americans”;	  2)	  a	  special	  emphasis	  on	  the	  contributions	  of	  women;	  and	  3)	  “the	  historical	  and	  comtempory	  contributions	  to	  society	  by	  persons	  with	  disabilities”	  (Minnesota	  1988,	  1).	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   The	  second	  part	  of	  the	  diversity	  rule—specifications	  for	  the	  plan—required	  six	  components	  to	  each	  school	  districts	  written	  plan:	  1)	  the	  plan	  must	  address	  how	  the	  multicultural	  and	  gender	  fair	  concepts	  would	  be	  incorporated	  “into	  the	  curriculum	  goals,	  learner	  outcomes,	  and	  evaluations	  processes”;	  2)	  explain	  the	  role	  of	  the	  district	  curriculum	  advisory	  committee,	  as	  required	  my	  Minnesota	  Statutes,	  in	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  written	  plan;	  3)	  the	  written	  plan	  must	  provide	  “evidence	  of	  substantive	  involvement	  by	  women,	  persons	  of	  color,	  and	  persons	  with	  disabilities	  in	  the	  development	  of	  the	  plan”;	  4)	  provide	  implementation	  timelines;	  5)	  document	  the	  procedures	  how	  the	  school	  district	  will	  monitor	  and	  evaluate	  the	  plan;	  and	  6)	  describe	  a	  program	  for	  professional	  development	  for	  faculty	  and	  staff	  (Minnesota	  1988,	  1).	  	   The	  third	  and	  final	  part	  of	  the	  diversity	  rule—filing,	  reports,	  review,	  and	  revision—required	  three	  steps	  relating	  to	  accountability:	  1)	  the	  written	  plan	  must	  be	  on	  file	  with	  the	  district	  and	  the	  commissioner	  of	  education,	  2)	  progress	  reports	  on	  the	  plans	  implementation	  must	  be	  submitted	  when	  requested	  by	  the	  commissioner;	  and	  3)	  the	  written	  plan	  must	  reviewed	  and	  revised	  as	  necessary	  every	  six	  years	  (Minnesota	  1982,	  1-­‐2).	  
Oklahoma	  	   Oklahoma	  adopted	  its	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  in	  1991	  and	  is	  found	  in	  the	  Oklahoma	  Statutes	  under	  Title	  70:	  Schools,	  Section	  11-­‐103.6,	  which	  contains	  the	  following	  statement,	  “They	  [students]	  also	  must	  learn	  about	  cultures	  and	  environments—their	  own	  and	  those	  of	  others	  with	  whom	  they	  share	  the	  earth.	  Students,	  therefore,	  must	  study	  social	  studies,	  literature,	  the	  arts,	  mathematics,	  and	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science”	  (Oklahoma	  1999,	  1).	  Interestingly,	  it	  would	  not	  be	  until	  1999	  when	  the	  Oklahoma	  Legislature	  would	  expound	  upon	  the	  above	  statement	  and	  clarify	  in	  the	  same	  section	  of	  the	  Oklahoma	  Statutes	  that	  this	  meant	  Oklahoma	  history	  was	  to	  include	  “African	  Americans,	  Native	  Americans,	  Hispanic	  Americans,	  and	  other	  ethnic	  groups	  in	  Oklahoma”	  as	  a	  part	  of	  the	  social	  studies	  core	  curriculum.	  Furthermore,	  in	  1999	  Oklahoma	  required	  that	  all	  textbooks	  purchased	  with	  state	  funds	  must	  “reflect	  the	  racial,	  ethnic,	  religious,	  and	  cultural	  diversity	  of	  the	  nation”.	  If	  school	  districts	  failed	  to	  implement	  the	  1999	  version	  of	  the	  law,	  districts	  were	  to	  receive	  a	  “5%	  penalty	  of	  State	  Aid	  to	  be	  withheld	  based	  on	  the	  current	  year’s	  allocation”	  (Oklahoma	  1999,	  2).	  However,	  as	  the	  1999	  version	  of	  the	  law	  was	  a	  revision	  to	  an	  existing	  policy	  it	  is	  not	  considered	  and	  new	  law	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  research	  and	  also	  falls	  outside	  of	  the	  observation	  period	  of	  1978-­‐1994.	  
Nebraska	  	   Nebraska’s	  multicultural	  education	  policy—the	  Multicultural	  Education	  Act	  of	  1992—was	  enacted	  by	  the	  Nebraska	  Legislature	  in	  1992	  and	  is	  documented	  in	  five	  sections	  of	  the	  Nebraska	  Statutes:	  79-­‐719	  to	  79-­‐723	  (Nebraska	  1992).	  The	  first	  section—79-­‐719	  Multicultural	  education,	  defined—includes	  studies	  on	  culture,	  history,	  and	  contributions	  of	  African	  Americans,	  Hispanic	  Americans,	  Native	  Americans,	  and	  Asian	  Americans”	  with	  a	  special	  emphasis	  “on	  human	  relations	  and	  sensitivity	  toward	  all	  races”	  (Nebraska	  1992,	  para.	  1).	  	   The	  second	  section	  of	  Nebraska’s	  policy—79-­‐720	  Multicultural	  education	  program;	  incorporation	  into	  curriculum;	  department	  details—contains	  three	  sub-­‐sections:	  1)	  school	  districts	  must	  incorporate	  a	  multicultural	  education	  program	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“into	  all	  phases	  of	  the	  curriculum	  of	  grades	  kindergarten	  through	  twelve”;	  2)	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education	  shall	  create	  and	  distribute	  multicultural	  education	  program	  guidelines	  and	  each	  district	  must	  then	  create	  their	  program	  based	  on	  the	  guidelines;	  and	  3)	  creating	  a	  multicultural	  education	  program	  must	  not	  increase	  the	  already	  prescribed	  instructional	  hours	  related	  to	  the	  existing	  curriculum	  ”	  (Nebraska	  1992,	  para.	  2-­‐4).	  	   The	  third	  section—79-­‐721	  Multicultural	  education;	  school	  districts	  and	  department;	  duties;	  loss	  of	  accreditation—contains	  two	  sub-­‐sections	  related	  to	  accountability:	  1)	  school	  districts	  must	  submit	  annual	  evidence	  that	  they	  are	  meeting	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  law	  and	  these	  reports	  must	  then	  be	  evaluated	  by	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education	  for	  compliance;	  and	  2)	  any	  school	  district	  who	  fails	  to	  submit	  this	  required	  evidence	  of	  compliance	  annually	  will	  lose	  its	  accreditation.	  The	  fourth	  section—79-­‐722	  Evaluation	  of	  multicultural	  education	  program;	  report—the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education	  must	  create	  a	  process	  to	  evaluate	  “the	  implementation	  and	  effectiveness	  of	  each	  multicultural	  education	  program”	  every	  five	  years	  and	  report	  the	  results	  “to	  the	  Clerk	  of	  the	  Legislature,	  the	  Education	  Committee	  of	  the	  Legislature,	  and	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education”.	  The	  fifth	  and	  last	  section	  of	  Nebraska’s	  policy—79-­‐723	  Multicultural	  education;	  rules	  and	  regulations—requires	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education	  to	  adopt	  the	  necessary	  “rules	  and	  regulations	  to	  carry	  out	  sections	  79-­‐719	  to	  79-­‐722”	  (Nebraska	  1992,	  para.	  5-­‐8).	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Maryland	  	   Maryland,	  like	  Washington	  and	  Minnesota	  before	  it,	  adopted	  its	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  through	  its	  state	  board	  of	  education	  in	  1993.	  The	  policy—titled	  
Education	  That	  is	  Multicultural—is	  found	  in	  the	  Annotated	  Code	  of	  Maryland	  and	  contains	  seven	  sections.	  The	  first	  section—Scope—contains	  three	  sub-­‐sections	  that:	  1)	  introduces	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  Annotated	  Code	  chapter,	  which	  is	  to	  “to	  provide	  for	  local	  school	  systems'	  guidelines	  and	  goals	  for	  education	  that	  is	  multicultural”;	  2)	  defines	  multicultural	  education	  as	  including	  “race,	  ethnicity,	  region,	  religion,	  gender,	  language,	  socioeconomic	  status,	  age,	  and	  individuals	  with	  disabilities”.	  Furthermore,	  multicultural	  education	  “encompasses	  curricular	  infusion	  and	  instructional	  strategies	  in	  all	  subject	  areas”;	  and	  3)	  a	  provision	  that	  teachers	  cannot	  “imply	  that	  there	  are	  no	  universal	  values”	  (Maryland	  1993,	  1).	  	   The	  second	  section—Definitions—defines	  14	  terms	  that	  relate	  to	  multicultural	  education,	  from	  bias	  and	  cultural	  groups	  to	  sexism	  and	  stereotypes.	  The	  third	  section—Programs—contains	  three	  sub-­‐sections:	  1)	  requires	  public	  schools	  to	  offer	  instruction	  regarding	  cultural	  groups	  in	  society;	  2)	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education	  must	  provide	  resources	  including	  staff	  development,	  guidelines	  for	  implementation	  of	  required	  programs,	  and	  all	  around	  assist	  local	  public	  school	  in	  developing	  appropriate	  multicultural	  curricula;	  and	  3)	  all	  activities	  in	  assessments,	  curricular	  frameworks	  for	  different	  subjects	  and	  publications	  must	  have	  a	  multicultural	  focus	  (Maryland	  1993,	  1-­‐2).	  	   The	  fourth	  section—Goals—provides	  extensive	  goals	  in	  three	  sub-­‐sections:	  curriculum,	  instruction,	  and	  staff	  development.	  The	  fifth	  section—Criteria	  for	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Instructional	  Resources—provides	  additional	  goals	  to	  ensure	  instructional	  resources	  demonstrate	  “an	  understanding	  of	  and	  appreciation	  for	  cultural	  groups”	  while	  avoiding	  “stereotyping,	  discrimination,	  bias,	  and	  prejudice”	  (Maryland	  1993,	  4).	  The	  sixth	  section—Planning	  and	  Implementation—contains	  three	  sub-­‐sections:	  1)	  all	  school	  districts	  must	  into	  their	  master	  plan	  and	  annual	  master	  plan	  updates	  evidence	  demonstrating	  their	  progress	  on	  the	  requirements	  and	  goals	  found	  in	  sections	  3-­‐5;	  2)	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Education	  must	  review	  and	  determine	  compliance	  of	  each	  school	  district’s	  master	  plan	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  multicultural	  education;	  and	  3)	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  must	  report	  to	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  the	  results	  of	  the	  master	  plan	  reviews.	  The	  seventh	  and	  last	  section—Tests	  and	  Assessments—requires	  all	  tests	  and	  assessments	  to	  contain	  multicultural	  content	  and	  strategies	  in	  all	  subjects	  (Maryland	  1993,	  2-­‐5).	  
New	  Jersey	  	   New	  Jersey’s	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  is	  the	  most	  extensive	  and	  unique	  when	  compared	  to	  the	  other	  states	  investigated	  in	  this	  dissertation.	  The	  policy—titled	  Guidelines	  for	  Education	  that	  is	  Multicultural	  (G.E.M.)—was	  also	  adopted	  in	  1993	  and	  is	  documented	  in	  a	  61-­‐page	  booklet	  produced	  by	  the	  Office	  of	  Equal	  Education	  Opportunity	  of	  New	  Jersey	  State	  Department	  of	  Education.	  Whereas	  the	  other	  states	  adopted	  or	  enacted	  legislation	  through	  their	  state	  legislatures	  or	  adopted	  a	  policy	  via	  their	  state	  board	  of	  education	  based	  on	  legislation	  requiring	  this	  action,	  New	  Jersey’s	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  acted	  independently	  of	  new	  legislation	  and	  drafted	  the	  policy	  based	  on	  existing	  federal	  and	  states	  laws	  and	  case	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law	  that	  focused	  on	  civil	  rights,	  equity,	  and	  anti-­‐discrimination	  (New	  Jersey	  1993,	  1).	  	  	   The	  Guidelines	  for	  Education	  that	  is	  Multicultural	  (GEM)	  booklet	  outlines	  suggested	  steps	  to	  successfully	  implement	  a	  multicultural	  program:	  “1)	  board	  approval,	  2)	  formation	  of	  district-­‐wide	  GEM	  committee,	  3)	  needs	  assessment	  for	  GEM	  goals	  implementation,	  4)	  action	  plan	  to	  include	  development,	  implementation,	  evaluation,	  and	  review/revision”	  (New	  Jersey	  1993,	  7).	  The	  GEM	  booklet	  then	  contains	  seven	  sub-­‐sections	  detailing	  the	  implementation	  process:	  1)	  provides	  detailed	  functions	  for	  district	  administration;	  2)	  instructions	  for	  the	  newly	  created	  district	  GEM	  committee,	  which	  includes	  designing	  “a	  comprehensive	  plan	  incorporating	  short-­‐range	  and	  long-­‐range	  action	  plans	  for	  implementing	  GEM	  throughout	  the	  district	  in	  all	  areas,	  grades	  K-­‐12”	  as	  well	  as	  an	  accountability	  component	  requiring	  the	  committee	  to	  “submit	  an	  annual	  evaluation	  determining	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  goals/objectives	  have	  been	  met	  for	  the	  school	  year”(New	  Jersey	  1993,	  8-­‐10);	  3)	  a	  suggested	  format	  for	  developing	  a	  GEM	  action	  plan;	  4)	  documentation	  of	  the	  GEM	  guidelines;	  5)	  a	  list	  of	  GEM	  resources	  that	  the	  Office	  of	  Equal	  Educational	  Opportunity	  will	  provide	  to	  districts;	  6)	  a	  detail	  list	  explaining	  the	  characteristics	  of	  GEM	  including	  what	  GEM	  is	  and	  what	  GEM	  is	  not;	  and	  7)	  comprehensive	  guidelines	  to	  implementing	  GEM,	  which	  includes	  two	  sections:	  strategies	  to	  achieve	  GEM	  and	  sample	  GEM	  activities	  based	  on	  10	  goals	  for	  multicultural	  education	  (New	  Jersey	  1993).	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Summary	  	   This	  chapter	  detailed	  the	  individual	  components	  of	  seven	  different	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  and	  demonstrated	  the	  significant	  variations	  between	  each	  state.	  For	  example—as	  Gollnick	  (1995)	  found—only	  Maryland,	  Minnesota,	  Nebraska,	  and	  New	  Jersey	  required	  accountability	  through	  recurring	  reports	  (56).	  Additionally	  Oklahoma	  had	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  that	  when	  compared	  to	  the	  other	  state	  policies	  appears	  to	  be	  weak	  in	  its	  definitions	  and	  expectations.	  At	  the	  other	  end	  of	  the	  spectrum,	  New	  Jersey	  had	  a	  comprehensive	  61-­‐page	  guide	  to	  developing	  and	  implementing	  a	  policy.	  Language	  was	  an	  important	  factor	  in	  each	  policy	  as	  well.	  For	  instance,	  New	  Jersey	  and	  Washington	  used	  terms	  such	  as	  “should”	  whereas	  states	  like	  Maryland,	  Minnesota,	  and	  Nebraska	  used	  “shall”.	  The	  difference	  between	  “should”	  and	  “shall”	  sets	  up	  potentially	  significant	  variations	  of	  school	  district	  implementation	  in	  each	  state.	  Further	  implications	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  chapter	  6.	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Chapter	  6:	  Summary,	  Recommendations,	  and	  Conclusion	  
Summary	  and	  Discussion	  of	  Findings	  	   The	  research	  questions	  that	  this	  dissertation	  attempted	  to	  answer	  were:	  	  1. Do	  states	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum?	  2. If	  they	  do	  adopt,	  what	  factors	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  at	  the	  state	  level	  between	  1977-­‐1994?	  As	  discussed	  in	  chapter	  4,	  only	  10	  states	  adopted	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  related	  to	  K-­‐12	  curriculum,	  meaning	  that	  generally,	  states	  are	  not	  adopting	  such	  policies.	  This	  research	  however,	  offers	  a	  look	  into	  those	  few	  states	  that	  did	  adopt	  during	  the	  period	  of	  investigation:	  1978-­‐1994.	  Furthermore,	  this	  dissertation	  used	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  unified	  model	  of	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  and	  employed	  their	  conceptual	  framework	  of	  three	  factors:	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  such	  obstacles—which	  was	  further	  adapted	  from	  Mohr’s	  (1969)	  internal	  determinant	  model—to	  answer	  the	  second	  research	  question.	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (1990)	  unified	  model	  of	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  has	  only	  marginal	  utility	  when	  evaluating	  the	  demographic,	  political,	  and	  economic	  conditions	  included	  in	  this	  dissertation,	  but	  the	  one	  variable	  that	  was	  significant	  was	  diffusion.	  This	  dissertation	  provides	  empirical	  evidence	  that	  the	  likelihood	  of	  state	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  is	  influenced	  by	  both	  internal	  and	  external	  state	  conditions.	  Illustrated	  in	  Table	  4.4,	  results	  demonstrated	  that	  education	  funding	  and	  neighboring	  state	  diffusion	  were	  statistically	  significant	  influences	  on	  the	  likelihood	  that	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  such	  as	  policy.	  These	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findings—along	  with	  findings	  of	  the	  other	  variables	  in	  this	  research	  —and	  their	  respective	  hypotheses	  are	  discussed	  through	  the	  lens	  of	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  used	  throughout	  this	  dissertation.	  Additionally,	  as	  this	  is	  the	  only	  study	  known	  to	  have	  empirically	  investigated	  state	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies,	  it	  is	  not	  feasible	  to	  directly	  compare	  findings	  from	  prior	  research	  to	  this	  analysis.	  Therefore,	  this	  discussion	  will	  consider	  existing	  research	  into	  state	  adoptions	  in	  other	  substantive	  areas.	  In	  doing	  so,	  results	  both	  support	  and	  contradict	  prior	  research	  regarding	  findings	  that	  influence	  state	  policy	  adoption	  (Mintrom	  &	  Vergari	  1998;	  Soule	  &	  Earl	  2001;	  Wong	  &	  Shen	  2002;	  Doyle,	  McLendon,	  &	  Hearn	  2010).	  
Conditions	  to	  Motivate	  Innovation	  
	   Two	  state	  conditions	  were	  hypothesized	  to	  increase	  state	  motivation	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  minority	  population	  and	  urban	  population.	  No	  evidence	  was	  found	  to	  support	  that	  either	  minority	  or	  urban	  population	  influenced	  the	  likelihood	  of	  adoption.	  
	   It	  was	  hypothesized	  that	  both	  larger	  minority	  and	  urban	  populations	  would	  motivate	  a	  state	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  Both	  of	  these	  variables	  were	  posited	  in	  the	  literature	  to	  contribute	  to	  state	  policy	  innovation	  but	  were	  found	  to	  be	  statistically	  insignificant	  (Soule	  &	  Earl	  2001).	  This	  study’s	  findings	  confirm	  what	  Soule	  and	  Earl	  (2001)	  found	  in	  their	  study	  of	  states	  adopting	  hate	  crime	  laws:	  	  minority	  and	  urban	  populations	  do	  not	  appear	  to	  have	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  state	  adoption	  of	  policies	  that	  may	  potentially	  benefit	  these	  particular	  populations.	  As	  mentioned	  in	  chapter	  4,	  this	  was	  an	  unexpected	  result	  of	  this	  particular	  data.	  It	  was	  expected	  that	  both	  Southern	  states	  and	  Southwestern	  states	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would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  the	  policy	  as	  they	  have	  significant	  populations	  of	  African	  American	  and	  Hispanics	  respectively.	  Instead	  states	  primarily	  located	  in	  the	  Midwest:	  Iowa,	  Michigan,	  Minnesota,	  and	  Nebraska;	  and	  the	  Mid-­‐Atlantic:	  Delaware,	  Maryland,	  and	  New	  Jersey	  adopted	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	  This	  is	  even	  more	  surprising	  when	  one	  takes	  the	  non-­‐minority	  populations	  in	  1990	  for	  some	  of	  these	  states	  into	  consideration:	  Iowa,	  95.9%;	  Minnesota,	  93.7%;	  Nebraska,	  92.5%	  (U.S.	  Bureau	  of	  the	  Census	  1990).	  
Conditions	  Hypothesized	  for	  Obstacles	  to	  Innovation	  
	   Four	  state	  political	  conditions	  were	  hypothesized	  to	  present	  obstacles	  to	  state	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy:	  state	  citizen	  ideology,	  state	  government	  ideology,	  elected	  school	  boards	  of	  education,	  and	  appointed	  school	  boards	  of	  education.	  	   It	  was	  hypothesized	  that	  the	  more	  liberal	  a	  state’s	  citizen	  and	  government	  ideologies	  were,	  the	  more	  likely	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  These	  hypotheses	  were	  based	  on	  previous	  research	  that	  found	  more	  liberal	  citizenry	  and	  state	  legislatures	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  support	  social	  services	  funding	  and	  bigger	  government	  (Berry	  et	  al	  1998;	  McLendon,	  Mokher,	  &	  Flores	  2011).	  However,	  this	  research	  did	  not	  find	  evidence	  to	  support	  these	  hypotheses	  or	  the	  previous	  research.	  Rather,	  this	  research	  appears	  to	  support	  the	  assumptions	  found	  in	  Mintrom	  and	  Vergari’s	  (1998)	  study	  on	  state	  adoption	  of	  school	  choice	  policies.	  They	  found	  that	  ideology	  scores	  “failed	  to	  meet	  any	  test	  of	  statistical	  significance,	  suggesting	  that	  the	  politics	  of	  school	  choice	  needs	  to	  be	  analyzed	  in	  ways	  that,	  among	  other	  things,	  pay	  greater	  attention	  to	  the	  inner	  workings	  of	  the	  policymaking	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process”	  (136).	  Applying	  their	  findings	  to	  these	  results,	  it	  would	  indicate	  that	  the	  politics	  of	  multicultural	  education—like	  school	  choice—needs	  to	  been	  considered	  beyond	  just	  quantifiable	  variables.	  Perhaps	  archival	  data	  from	  legislative	  committees,	  elite	  interviews,	  and	  other	  case	  study	  data	  would	  provide	  greater	  insight	  into	  state	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  programs.	  
	   The	  remaining	  two-­‐predictor	  variables	  in	  this	  subset	  measured	  whether	  state	  boards	  of	  education	  were	  elected	  or	  appointed.	  This	  research	  hypothesized	  that	  state	  boards	  of	  education	  that	  were	  appointed	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  based	  on	  previous	  research	  that	  attempted	  to	  link	  state	  boards	  being	  appointed	  to	  an	  increase	  in	  policy	  success.	  The	  results	  of	  this	  research	  did	  not	  provide	  evidence	  to	  support	  the	  hypothesis.	  This	  may	  be	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  a	  governor’s	  appointing	  powers	  and	  policy	  success	  may	  have	  more	  to	  do	  with	  agenda	  setting	  than	  with	  policy	  innovation.	  In	  other	  words,	  if	  a	  governor	  has	  an	  agenda	  that	  would	  support	  multicultural	  education,	  then	  appointing	  powers	  would	  most	  likely	  lead	  to	  support	  for	  such	  a	  policy.	  Conversely,	  if	  the	  governor	  does	  not	  have	  an	  agenda	  for	  a	  particular	  policy,	  then	  a	  state	  board	  is	  unlikely	  to	  innovate	  independently	  to	  create	  such	  a	  policy	  (Mokher	  2010).	  	  Furthermore,	  it	  may	  be	  that	  multicultural	  education	  is	  not	  a	  winner	  in	  election	  politics	  and	  therefore	  lacks	  the	  support	  for	  adoption.	  
Conditions	  Expected	  to	  Overcome	  Obstacles	  
	   Education	  funding.	  The	  literature	  is	  full	  of	  examples	  where	  income	  is	  an	  important	  factor	  contributing	  to	  state	  policy	  adoption	  (Berry	  &	  Berry	  1990;	  Wong	  &	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Shen	  2002;	  Doyle,	  McLendon,	  &	  Hearn	  2010).	  In	  most	  studies	  income	  has	  been	  a	  measure	  of	  per	  capita	  income	  or	  median	  family	  income.	  For	  this	  research,	  income	  was	  defined	  as	  the	  state	  average	  of	  per-­‐pupil	  spending	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  determine	  fiscal	  health	  of	  public	  education.	  It	  was	  hypothesized	  that	  the	  higher	  the	  per-­‐pupil	  spending,	  the	  more	  likely	  a	  state	  would	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  This	  hypothesis	  was	  based	  on	  Gollnick’s	  (1995)	  findings	  that	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  required	  new	  and	  continuing	  financial	  resources	  for	  implementation,	  professional	  development,	  and	  ongoing	  assessment	  and	  accountability	  of	  such	  policies.	  However,	  like	  each	  of	  the	  previous	  internal	  predictor	  variables,	  the	  results	  did	  not	  support	  the	  hypothesis	  that	  per-­‐pupil	  spending	  would	  have	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  the	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  Instead	  the	  results	  indicated	  a	  slightly	  negative	  influence.	  Even	  though	  the	  direction	  of	  effect	  was	  not	  as	  expected,	  the	  results	  were	  statistically	  significant.	  	   Lastly,	  the	  results	  for	  education	  funding	  may	  also	  indicate	  willingness	  over	  ability.	  One	  would	  expect	  states	  with	  higher	  funding	  (ability)	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  new	  policies,	  but	  what	  was	  observed	  is	  that	  states	  with	  slightly	  less	  funding	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  (willingness).	  This	  is	  an	  interesting	  outcome	  of	  this	  dissertation.	  What	  would	  lead	  states	  to	  be	  more	  willing	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  and	  programs	  when	  resources	  traditionally	  necessary	  for	  success	  are	  lacking?	  Future	  research	  could	  explore	  this	  question	  more	  thoroughly.	  	  	  	  	   Diffusion.	  This	  research	  hypothesized	  that	  states	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  if	  their	  neighbors	  had	  already	  adopted	  the	  policy.	  	  Results	  demonstrated	  that	  states	  with	  neighbors	  who	  had	  previously	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adopted	  the	  policy	  under	  observation	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt.	  Of	  the	  10	  states	  (see	  Figure	  5.1)	  that	  adopted	  the	  policy	  during	  the	  observational	  period	  studied,	  seven	  states	  were	  clustered	  in	  two	  regions:	  the	  Midwest	  and	  Mid-­‐Atlantic.	  In	  the	  Midwest	  Iowa	  adopted	  first	  in	  1978	  followed	  by	  its	  northern	  neighbor	  Minnesota	  in	  1988	  and	  Nebraska—its	  eastern	  neighbor	  in	  1992.	  Then	  Michigan—Minnesota’s	  eastern	  neighbor	  adopted	  in	  1993.	  In	  the	  Mid-­‐Atlantic	  Delaware	  adopted	  first	  in	  1990	  followed	  by	  its	  neighbors	  Maryland	  and	  New	  Jersey	  in	  1993.	  The	  three	  remaining	  states	  that	  were	  “isolated”	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  diffusion	  were	  Washington	  adopting	  in	  1982,	  Oklahoma	  adopting	  in	  1991,	  and	  then	  Kentucky	  who	  adopted	  in	  1992.	   It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  although	  the	  diffusion	  variable	  is	  statistically	  significant,	  there	  is	  greater	  weight	  to	  the	  role	  of	  diffusion	  in	  the	  Mid-­‐Atlantic	  cluster	  than	  in	  the	  Midwest	  cluster.	  Maryland	  and	  New	  Jersey	  both	  adopted	  their	  policies	  within	  three	  years	  of	  Delaware’s	  adoption.	  However	  in	  the	  Midwest,	  Minnesota	  adopted	  10	  years	  after	  Iowa	  and	  Nebraska	  adopted	  14	  years	  after	  Iowa.	  The	  effect	  of	  diffusion	  may	  not	  have	  been	  as	  great	  or	  even	  a	  consideration	  10	  and	  14	  years	  later.	  More	  recent	  research	  has	  indicated	  a	  need	  to	  expand	  our	  definition	  of	  diffusion	  from	  neighboring	  states	  to	  include	  ideology	  and	  national	  and	  regional	  organizations	  as	  states	  may	  reference	  non-­‐neighboring	  states	  to	  draw	  lessons	  from	  when	  considering	  policy	  innovation	  (Sponsler	  2010).	  Further	  research	  will	  need	  to	  be	  conducted	  to	  better	  understand	  what	  motivations	  led	  to	  Minnesota	  and	  Nebraska’s	  successful	  adoption	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	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Figure	  6.1.	  States	  with	  Adopted	  Multicultural	  Education	  Policies	  by	  1994	  	  
	   	  
Exploring	  State	  Policies	  	   Chapter	  5	  explored	  the	  content	  of	  seven	  state	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  and	  found	  that	  each	  state’s	  policies	  were	  unique.	  This	  factor	  is	  missing	  from	  the	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  model	  as	  this	  model	  focuses	  exclusively	  on	  quantified	  variables	  and	  results.	  What	  is	  missing	  is	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  unique	  experiences	  of	  each	  state	  when	  adoption	  is	  occurring	  that	  cannot	  be	  captured	  just	  by	  explanatory	  variables.	  Having	  this	  understanding	  would	  provide	  better	  understand	  as	  to	  why	  Minnesota	  adopted	  a	  policy	  in	  1988	  and	  Nebraska	  adopted	  in	  1992,	  when	  then	  common	  neighbor	  Iowa	  did	  so	  in	  1978.	  The	  policy	  innovations	  and	  diffusion	  model	  indicates	  diffusion	  is	  statistically	  significant	  in	  contributing	  to	  this	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adoption,	  however	  the	  passing	  of	  10	  and	  14	  years	  would	  indicate	  that	  other	  factors	  were	  also	  at	  play.	  
Implications	  and	  Recommendations	  	   This	  research	  has	  demonstrated	  that	  Berry	  and	  Berry’s	  (2007)	  unified	  model	  of	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  was	  useful	  in	  explaining	  in	  part	  state	  policymaking	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  The	  results	  suggest	  that	  internal	  and	  external	  state	  conditions	  (education	  funding	  and	  diffusion)	  are	  influencing	  the	  likelihood	  that	  states	  will	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  This	  research	  offers	  at	  least	  two	  avenues	  for	  further	  research	  as	  it	  relates	  specifically	  to	  understanding	  multicultural	  education	  policymaking:	  the	  role	  of	  minority	  populations	  on	  policymaking	  and	  state	  specific	  motivations	  to	  adopt	  or	  not	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  	   Role	  of	  Minority	  Populations.	  This	  dissertation	  began	  with	  a	  discussion	  on	  the	  changing	  demographics	  of	  the	  United	  States.	  Specifically	  acknowledging	  the	  increase	  in	  majority-­‐minority	  states	  based	  on	  increasing	  minority	  populations	  (see	  Figure	  5.2).	  This	  research	  found	  that	  minority	  populations	  had	  a	  negative	  influence	  that	  was	  not	  statistically	  significant	  on	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies.	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Figure	  6.2.	  Minority	  Student	  Populations	  in	  2010	  	  
	  	   Future	  research	  could	  investigate	  why	  states	  that	  have	  the	  highest	  percentages	  of	  minority	  students	  have	  not	  adopted	  a	  state-­‐level	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  regarding	  curriculum	  such	  as	  Alaska	  or	  Arizona.	  In	  fact,	  in	  2010	  there	  were	  22	  states	  and	  the	  District	  of	  Columbia	  that	  had	  minority	  student	  populations	  of	  40%	  or	  more,	  and	  yet	  only	  four	  of	  those	  states	  had	  a	  state-­‐level	  multicultural	  education	  policy.	  	  Additional	  research	  could	  also	  explore	  Noguera’s	  statement	  (in	  Josee	  and	  Johnson	  2007)	  that,	  “as	  the	  accountability	  movement	  has	  gathered	  steam	  in	  school	  districts	  across	  the	  United	  States,	  multicultural	  curriculum	  issues	  have	  seemingly	  fallen	  off	  the	  educational	  agenda”	  (p.	  67).	  This	  would	  be	  important	  in	  order	  to	  explain	  with	  empirical	  evidence	  what	  many	  scholars—
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including	  Noguera—hypothesize	  concerning	  a	  declining	  focus	  on	  multicultural	  curriculum	  issues.	  	   State	  Motivations	  in	  Education	  Policymaking.	  The	  second	  avenue	  of	  future	  research	  builds	  upon	  the	  first	  and	  is	  related	  to	  diffusion.	  To	  better	  understand	  why	  states	  such	  as	  Minnesota	  and	  Nebraska	  adopted	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  10	  and	  14	  years	  after	  their	  mutual	  neighbor	  Iowa	  did,	  requires	  understanding	  the	  unique	  motivations	  of	  policymakers.	  For	  example,	  in	  1988	  when	  Minnesota	  adopted	  the	  policy	  Iowa	  and	  Washington	  had	  adopted	  similar	  policies.	  This	  research	  may	  investigate	  the	  debates/discussions	  that	  occurred	  in	  committee	  meetings	  and	  before	  the	  legislature	  that	  successfully	  argued	  for	  passage	  of	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  to	  better	  understand	  state	  policymaking	  behaviors.	  Additionally	  future	  research	  could	  look	  at	  specific	  states	  with	  significant	  minority	  student	  populations	  that	  have	  chosen	  not	  to	  adopt	  similar	  policies.	  In	  summary,	  a	  mix-­‐methods	  model	  could	  provide	  greater	  understanding	  of	  state	  policy	  adoption	  than	  the	  just	  using	  the	  policy	  innovations	  and	  diffusion	  model	  alone.	  
Conclusion	  	   This	  research	  offers	  a	  first	  look	  into	  the	  factors	  that	  contribute	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  at	  the	  state	  level	  between	  1978	  and	  1994.	  Results	  found	  that	  not	  many	  states	  are	  adopting	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  as	  only	  10	  states	  adopted	  the	  policy	  under	  investigation.	  However,	  when	  states	  did	  adopt,	  this	  research	  found	  that	  states	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  a	  policy	  if	  there	  is	  limited	  education	  funding.	  Additionally,	  diffusion	  was	  significant	  and	  demonstrated	  that	  states	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  adopt	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  if	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a	  neighboring	  state	  has	  already	  adopted	  a	  similar	  policy.	  Although	  the	  majority	  of	  internal	  determinants	  investigated	  here	  did	  not	  produce	  statistically	  significant	  results	  they	  did	  add	  to	  the	  existing	  literature	  by	  supporting	  previous	  findings	  and	  raising	  new	  questions	  that	  may	  be	  studied	  in	  the	  future.	  Furthermore,	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  I	  used	  throughout	  this	  dissertation—which	  included	  the	  three	  factors	  of	  motivation	  to	  innovate,	  obstacles	  to	  innovation,	  and	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles—demonstrates	  for	  this	  particular	  research	  that	  resources	  to	  overcome	  obstacles	  had	  a	  greater	  influence	  on	  a	  state	  adopting	  a	  multicultural	  education	  policy	  than	  the	  other	  two	  factors	  of	  motivation	  to	  innovate	  or	  obstacles	  to	  innovation.	  This	  finding,	  although	  significant	  and	  supported	  by	  existing	  literature	  also	  poses	  a	  limitation	  to	  the	  study.	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  although	  diffusion	  was	  found	  to	  be	  a	  significant	  influence	  in	  state	  adoption	  of	  multicultural	  education	  policies,	  the	  time	  between	  neighboring	  states	  adopting	  as	  well	  as	  the	  various	  differences	  and	  nuances	  of	  each	  state’s	  policy	  demonstrates	  that	  there	  is	  more	  at	  play	  in	  each	  state’s	  policymaking	  process	  than	  this	  research	  was	  able	  to	  explain.	  In	  other	  words,	  Mintrom’s	  (2000)	  conclusion	  “that	  the	  politics	  of	  school	  choice	  needs	  to	  be	  analyzed	  in	  ways	  that,	  among	  other	  things,	  pay	  greater	  attention	  to	  the	  inner	  workings	  of	  the	  policymaking	  process”	  is	  substantiated	  by	  this	  research	  and	  creates	  opportunities	  for	  future	  research	  to	  address	  (206-­‐207).	  For	  example,	  future	  research	  into	  state	  adoption	  of	  education	  policies	  should	  consider	  a	  mix	  methods	  approach	  where	  the	  policy	  innovation	  and	  diffusion	  model	  is	  coupled	  with	  case	  study,	  archival	  data,	  and	  elite	  interviews	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  inner	  workings	  of	  each	  state’s	  policymaking	  process.	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   Regardless	  of	  the	  limited	  findings	  of	  this	  dissertation	  and	  its	  limitations	  multicultural	  education	  will	  only	  continue	  to	  grow	  in	  importance	  as	  the	  U.S.	  population	  continues	  to	  shift	  with	  an	  ever-­‐increasing	  minority	  population	  (Frey	  2011).	  	  As	  such,	  continued	  research	  into	  statewide	  multicultural	  education	  policies	  will	  remain	  a	  critical	  area	  of	  study	  in	  the	  future.	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